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MEADOW  MOUNTAIN 
Final  Environmental  Statement 


1 .  DESCRIPTION 

A.  Proposed  Action 

This  is  a  decision  by  the  Forest  Service,  U.  S.  Department  of 
Agriculture,  to  refine  existing  management  direction  and  imple¬ 
ment  new  management  direction  on  National  Forest  lands  within 
the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.I/  This  statement  also  serves 
as  a  vehicle  for  evaluating  alternatives  to  this  plan  and  for 
showing  the  favorable  and  adverse  effects  of  those  alternatives. 

The  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  contains  31,100  acres  of  which 
20,400  are  National  Forest  lands.  These  lands  have  been  divided 
into  four  management  units,  and  management  direction  is  proposed 
based  on  land  suitability,  resource  availability,  and  relative 
public  need. 

More  specifically,  this  proposal  recommends  roadless  management 
be  continued  on  7,250  of  the  16,250  acres  currently  a  part  of 
the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  as  inventoried  on  June  30,  1972. 

Such  management  would  emphasize  backcountry^/  values.  The  road¬ 
less  area  will  continue  to  be  subject  to  instructions  contained 
in  the  Policy  Memorandum  (Appendix  D)  which  requires  that  an 
Environmental  Statement  be  prepared  before  taking  any  action 
that  will  change  the  wilderness  character  of  any  inventoried 
roadless  area. 

The  designation  of  a  winter  sports  site  is  recommended  for  3,000 
acres  in  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage.  Eventually  this  will  allow 
for  coordinated  development  of  the  National  Forest  and  private 
lands  to  utilize  the  potential  year-round  recreation  opportunities. 
Alternative  development  schemes  for  the  winter  sports  site  have 
been  analyzed  and  a  summary  is  included  in  Appendix  H. 

The  winter  sports  site  will  include  ski  lifts,  trails,  and 
restaurant  facilities  on  public  lands,  and  base  area  facilities 
such  as  parking  lots,  commercial  developments,  and  housing 
accommodations  on  private  lands.  The  impacts  and  effects  of 
these  developments  have  been  reviewed  in  detail  in  Sections  II, 

III,  and  IV  of  this  report. 


U  All  references  to  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  will  be  shown  as  Unit. 
2/  Webster:  a  rural  and  relatively  thinly  settled  and  undeveloped  area. 
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Colorado  recently  enacted  a  new  Land  Use  Act  (H.B.  1041)  which 
provides  for  county  identification,  designation,  and  administra¬ 
tion  of  matters  of  State  interest.  (Act  excerpted  in  Appendix 
6).  The  Act  defines  areas  and  activities  of  State  interest 
and  requires  that  various  State  agencies  develop  criteria  to 
guide  the  development  of  county  regulations.  These  criteria 
and  model  regulations  are  currently  being  developed  by  State 
agencies. 

Some  of  the  secondary  effects  of  Chapter  IV  relate  to  matters 
of  State  interest,  specifically  the  need  for  future  additional 
solid  waste  sites,  major  extensions  of  existing  water  and  sewer 
systems,  significant  wildlife  habitat,  and  the  development  of 
new  communities. 

The  Forest  Service  has  offered  assistance  to  Eagle  County  in 
identification  of  these  areas  and  activities  and,  as  described 
herein,  will  help  seek  and  apply  solutions  to  mutual  problems. 

The  remaining  area  of  10,150  acres  in  the  McCoy  and  Grouse  Creek 
Management  Units  is  proposed  for  management  that  will  emphasize 
the  key  values  of  dispersed  recreation,  scenic  quality,  and 
wildlife. 

If  in  the  future,  major  changes  in  the  type  of  management  direc¬ 
tion  selected  as  a  result  of  this  Environmental  Statement  are 
found  to  be  needed,  they  will  be  permitted  only  as  a  result  of 
a  subsequent  Environmental  Statement  and  its  appropriate  public 
involvement. 

B .  Background 

Most  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  is  unroaded  and  rela¬ 
tively  undeveloped.  Though  portions  of  the  Unit  were  logged  in 
the  early  1900's,  the  roads  were  not  maintained  as  a  part  of  a 
permanent  road  system.  The  present  management  direction  requires 
maintenance  of  only  a  rudimentary  transportation  system. 

forest  Service  officials  and  landowners  adjacent  to  the  National 
Forest  have  been  examining  the  land  use  capability  of  this  area 
for  a  number  of  years.  During  the  late  1960's  the  Forest  Service 
conducted  a  ski  area  feasibility  study  over  much  of  the  Unit. 

The  result  of  that  study  indicated  the  basic  terrain  suitability 
of  at  least  three  potential  sites--one  each  in  the  Grouse  Creek, 
McCoy  and  Beaver  Creek  Management  Units. 

In  1972,  the  Beaver  Creek  site  was  approved  by  the  International 
Olympic  Committee  as  the  site  for  the  Alpine  Events  of  the  1976 
Winter  Olympic  Games.  Vail  Associates,  Inc.  then  contracted  with 
the  Denver  Olympic  Committee  to  supply  the  required  facilities. 

To  meet  Olympic  standards,  most  facilities  would  have  had  to  make 
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use  of  National  Forest  lands.  This  prospect  prompted  the  Forest 
Service  to  conduct  a  comprehensive  interdisciplinary  environmental 
analysis-'  of  the  entire  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  The 
analysis  utilized  a  basic  ecological  approach  which  stratified 
the  land  into  ecosystems  based  on  soil  type,  geology,  slope, 
aspect,  and  vegetation.  Vail  Associates  engaged  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Center  on  Environment  ( ROMCOE  )z/  to  initiate  an  inten¬ 
sive  study  of  the  Beaver  Creek  area  and  make  an  analysis  of  the 
alternative  development  schemes. 

A  descriptive  social  study  of  the  Redd  iff,  Gilman,  Minturn,  and 
Avon  communities  was  undertaken  by  the  Foundation  for  Urban  and 
Neighborhood  Development  (FUND)  .5/  The  purpose  of  this  study 
was  to  describe  the  social /cul tural  environment  of  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  so  it  could  be  related  to  land  use  proposals  and 
social /economic  planning. 

The  findings  and  recommendation  of  these  two  studies  (ROMCOE  and 
FUND)  have  been  used  intensively  throughout  the  analysis  process 
and  have  been  incorporated  into  this  Final  Statement  where 
appropriate. 

C .  Public  Needs  and  Desires 

In  the  review  process,  the  people  expressed  their  needs  and  de¬ 
sires  for  this  Unit: 

1.  The  backcountry  values  should  be  protected. 

2.  The  elk  herd  should  be  maintained. 

3.  Additional  skiing  opportunity  should  be  developed. 

Several  objectives  expressed  in  the  recently  approved  Eagle 
County  Master  Plan  are  also  relevant  to  this  proposal. 

1.  Enlarge  the  County  economic  base. 

2.  Encourage  a  desirable  development  pattern. 

3.  Maintain  a  diversity  of  resource  uses. 

4.  Stabilize  the  rate  of  growth. 


3/  Analysis  of  Meadow  Mountain  Unit  (147  pages)— White  River  N.F.—  Appendix  A. 

4/  ROMCOE  is  a  non-profit,  Denver-based  service  center  for  environmental  infor¬ 
mation  and  planning. 

5/  FUND  is  a  non-profit,  Denver-based  firm  specializing  in  social/cultural 
descriptions. 
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In  addition  to  these  County  objectives,  residents  of  the  Minturn- 
Redcliff  community  expressed  a  strong  desire  to  maintain  the 
character  of  their  community. 

These  public  needs  and  desires.  County  objectives,  and  objectives 
for  the  Minturn-Redcl iff  community  were  used  in  the  evaluation  of 
land  allocation  alternatives. 

D .  Planning  Unit  Description 

(It  is  suggested  the  reader  fold  out  the  map  (Plate  C)  inside  the 
back  cover  for  aid  in  review.) 

1.  Location 

The  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  is  located  south  and  south¬ 
west  of  the  towns  of  Minturn  and  Vail  in  Eagle  County, 
Colorado,  adjacent  to  Interstate  70  on  the  Holy  Cross  Ranger 
District  of  the  White  River  National  Forest. 

It  is  two  hours'  driving  time  west  of  the  1.3  million  people 
living  in  the  Denver  Metropolitan  Area. 

2.  Landownershi p 

The  Unit  contains  31,100  acres  of  which  about  20,400  are 
National  Forest  lands.  About  8,500  acres  are  private  land, 
1,000  acres  Colorado  State  land,  and  1,200  acres  are  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Department  of  the 
Interior. 

3.  Management  Situation 

Sociai.  and  Economic  SiXucubion 

a.  Overview 


There  are  myriad  social  and  economic  forces  working  in 
Upper  Eagle  Valley  in  this  time  period,  influencing 
growth  and  development  of  the  area.  The  principal 
economic  determinants,  now  identifiable,  which  will  be 
operative  over  the  next  ten  to  twenty  years  are  as 
follows: 

...  a  40%  expansion  of  skiing  capacity  for  Vail 
Mountain  to  full  capacity  by  1980 

...  completion  of  construction  of  1-70  between 
Vail  and  Denver  by  1978 
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...  proposed  construction  of  an  Eagle-Piney  or 
Wolcott  Reservoir  and/or  other  related  facilities 
for  trans-mountain  water  diversions  by  the  Denver 
Water  Board 

...  proposed  construction  of  the  Iron  Mountain 
dam  near  Redcliff  and  related  facilities  by  the 
Colorado  River  Water  Conservation  District 

...  proposed  expansion  of  Homestake  Reservoir 
and  related  water  system  by  Aurora  and  Colorado 
Springs 

...  increasing  use  of  Eagle  County  as  a  location 
for  manufacturing 

...  expansion  of  Eagle  County  airport  to  accommo¬ 
date  commercial  jets 

...  a  trend  towards  continued  growth  in  Colorado's 
Front  Range 

...  a  trend  for  Colorado  to  be  relatively  less  ex¬ 
pensive  for  winter  vacations  than  Europe  for  more 
Americans 

...  a  trend  towards  greater  use  of  the  Interstate 
70  corridor  for  access  to  winter  and  summer 
recreation  activities 

...  possible  development  of  other  year-round  rec¬ 
reation  areas  in  Eagle  County 

...  planned  development  of  the  Arrowhead  Ski  Area 

...  planned  development  of  the  private  portion  of 
the  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 

...  possible  closing  of  the  Gilman  Zinc  mine  and 
subsequent  loss  of  employment  opportunities 

...  relative  desirability  of  Eagle  County  with  its 
mountain  environment,  recreation  opportunities,  and 
good  access  as  a  place  of  residence 

It  is  against  this  background,  trends  and  development 
projects  that  the  proposed  action  must  be  analyzed. 

b .  Avon-Edwards  Comnunit.y 

There  are  three  local  community/geographical  zones 
within  the  sphere  of  influence  of  the  Unit. 
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Immediately  adjacent  to  the  Unit  is  the  Avon-Edwards 
communi ty .  This  community  is  in  the  center  of  the  cur¬ 
rent  ana projected  development  pattern.  Most  of  the 
500  residents  are  employed  in  Vail  and  live  in  the  Avon 
mobile  home  park.  The  Interstate  Highway  70  interchange 
at  Avon  has  strategic  importance  to  any  development  in 
the  vicinity. 

Although  this  area  gives  the  appearance  of  a  rural 
community,  speculative  land  prices  prevail  and  most 
of  the  land  has  recently  been  sold  to  development 
firms.  The  Avon  area,  including  the  private  land  in 
Beaver  Creek,  has  been  designated  a  Major  Commercial 
Center  in  the  Eagle  County  Master  PI  an. 2/ 

:.  The  Minturn-Gilman-Redcliff  zone  of  influence  extends 
'from  Dowd  Junction  to  the  community  of  Rede 1  iff.  These 
communities  and  the  settlement  of  this  valley  date  back 
to  the  late  1800's.  Expansion  of  the  population  centers 
is  limited  by  the  narrow,  steep  topography. 

Most  employment  is  in  the  mining,  railroading,  and 
recreation  industries.  The  communities  have  few  other 
commercial  areas  which  limits  the  breadth  of  their  tax 
base.  Many  family  heads  are  employed  in  the  New  Jersey 
Zinc  Company  mine  at  Gilman.  The  mine  is  expected  to 
discontinue  operating  within  the  next  two  years.  If 
this  occurs,  employment  is  expected  to  drop  from  the 
current  level  of  300  to  a  maintenance  operation  employ¬ 
ing  only  20-30.  The  loss  of  this  economic  base, 
including  support  services  associated  with  it,  is  likely 
to  reduce  overall  employment  in  the  Minturn-Gilman- 
Redcliff  area  by  about  400  persons  with  an  estimated 
payroll  drop  of  $3.5  million  per  year. 

Well  over  half  of  the  area's  residents  are  Spanish- 
American.  They  have  been  largely  isolated  from  the 
benefits  of  the  growing  recreation  economy  and  are 
threatened  by  land  speculation  and  loss  of  mining 
employment.  The  introduction  of  the  recreation  industry 
to  the  valley  has  had  mixed  effects.  While  there  have 
been  substantial  increases  in  employment  opportunities 
and  income,  they  have  often  been  offset  by  an  increased 
cost  of  living. 

d.  The  Town  of  Vail  and  the  Gore  Valley  zone  of  influence 
has  been  rapidly  urbanized  since  1962  when  the  Vail 
resort  area  was  developed.  Land  prices  are  now  relatively 
high,  resident  work  force  housing  is  insufficient,  and 


1/  The  Eagle  County  Master  Plan  adopted  October  3,  1973,  by  the  Eagle  County 
Planning  Commission. 
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development  for  the  second  home  market  is  the  dominant 
shaping  force.  The  future  character  of  the  Gore  Valley 
will  be  largely  dependent  on  the  Town  of  Vail's  annex¬ 
ation  program  and  Eagle  County  and  the  Town  of  Vail 's 
zoning  response  and  application  of  House  Bill  #1041  to 
the  continued  development. 

Phij&icaJt  CondtixonA 

The  Unit  is  situated  on  the  western  slope  of  the  Continental 
Divide  on  the  flank  of  the  Sawatch  Range  and  its  northern 
tip.  The  topography  varies  from  gentle  forested  slopes  to 
precipitous  cirques  above  treeline. 

Ancient  faulting  which  occurred  within  the  Unit  still  influ¬ 
ences  drainage  patterns,  landslide  areas,  and  slope.  The 
bedrock  is  made  up  of  metamorphic  and  intrusive  rock  of 
Precambrian  Age  and  sedimentary  rocks  of  the  Paleozoic  Age. 
The  entire  area  was  subject  to  alpine  glaciation. 

The  soils  of  the  area  are  of  two  basic  origins.  Those  on 
the  southern  half  are  derived  from  granitic  parent  material 
and  on  the  northern  half  from  sedimentary  materials  with 
inclusions  of  gypsiferous  material.  Though  the  granitic 
soils  are  relatively  stable,  the  sedimentary  soils  possess 
moderate  to  high  mass  movement  potential. 

Elevations  range  from  7,300  feet  at  the  mouth  of  Beaver  Creek 
to  12,800  feet  on  the  Grouse  Mountain  summit.  The  climate 
for  the  Unit  is  typical  of  the  interior  mountain  ranges  of 
the  central  Colorado  Rockies  with  short  summers  and  very  cold 
winters.  The  rugged  topography,  general  northern  aspect,  and 
proximity  to  the  surrounding  mountain  massiffs  greatly  influ¬ 
ences  the  climate.  Average  annual  precipitation  will  vary 
from  18  inches  near  Avon  to  over  45  inches  in  the  upper 
reaches  of  the  Unit.  Snowfall  accounts  for  2/3  to  3/4  of 
the  annual  precipitation. 

There  are  nine  types  of  vegetation  within  the  Unit:  alpine, 
aspen,  Douglas  fir,  Engelmann  spruce-alpine  fir,  lodgepole 
pine,  mountain  grassland,  shrub,  meadow  and  riparian.  Most 
of  the  area  is  forested  mainly  with  lodgepole  pine,  Engelmann 
spruce  and  aspen.  The  forested  areas,  however,  are  inter¬ 
spersed  with  grassy  meadows  and  stream  courses.  Shrub  types 
occur  at  lower  elevations  and  on  southern  exposures.  Typical 
alpine  vegetation  occurs  at  timberline  and  above. 

The  Unit  yields  from  0.45  to  1.92  acre  feet  of  water  per  acre 
per  year.  Water  quality  is  excellent  with  few  pollution  prob¬ 
lems  except  naturally-occurring  sediment  loads. 
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Although  an  intensive  mineral  survey  of  the  Unit  has  not 
been  made,  there  is  little  evidence  of  mineralization. 

National  Foaut  Ruouacz  U4&6 

The  National  Forest  land  within  the  Unit  is  undeveloped 
except  for  primitive  four-wheel -drive  and/or  foot  and 
horse  trails  in  the  major  drainages.  Permitted  special 
uses  consist  of  a  horse  pasture,  a  weather  station,  and 
five  irrigation  ditches. 

Recreation  activities  of  the  past  have  been  mostly  of  the 
dispersed  types  such  as  hiking,  fishing,  hunting,  cross¬ 
country  skiing  and  horseback  riding,  though  the  use  has 
been  light,  it  is  increasing  at  an  accelerating  rate  each 
year.  There  are  no  campgrounds  or  other  developed  recrea¬ 
tion  areas  within  the  Unit.  A  potential  for  three  winter 
sports  sites  has  been  identified. 

Big  game  habitat  is  primarily  summer  range.  It  accommo¬ 
dates  approximately  200  deer  and  300  elk.  Winter  range 
for  about  150  elk  occurs  on  lands  administered  by  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  on  private  land.  Generally, 
it  is  located  in  the  lower  elevations. 

A  variety  of  small  animals  and  birds  inhabit  the  Unit 
including  the  Pine  Marten  and  Prairie  Falcon  classified 
as  threatened. 

Due  to  the  small  size  of  the  streams,  fishing  is  limited; 
however,  six  lakes  offer  good  fishing  for  brook  and  cut¬ 
throat  trout. 

Out  of  the  four  allotments  available  for  domestic  livestock 
grazing  within  the  Unit,  only  one  is  being  utilized.  It 
is  a  sheep  allotment.  Most  of  the  valley  ranchland  that 
historically  supported  the  need  for  summer  use  of  these 
allotments  has  now  changed  hands  to  development-oriented 
interests.  Intermittent  grazing  use  by  recreation  pack  and 
saddle  horses,  however,  is  increasing. 

The  area  is  important  for  its  scenery  since  Interstate 
Highway  70  and  U.  S.  24  run  parallel  to  the  northern  border 
of  the  Unit  and  much  of  the  Unit  can  be  seen  from  the  Eagles 
Nest  Restaurant  and  gondola  terminal  of  the  Vail  Ski  Area. 

There  are  no  sites  recorded  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  within  or  adjacent  to  the  area  affected  by 
the  proposed  action.  A  reconnaissance  by  Forest  Service 
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personnel  revealed  no  apparent  historic  or  prehistoric  cul¬ 
tural  resources.  Prior  to  any  surface-disturbing  activities, 
the  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer  will  be  requested 
to  comment. 

£•  Management  Unit  Direction  and  Key  Values 

This  section  of  the  report  outlines  the  proposed  action.  It 
identifies  the  allocation  of  public  land  to  uses  and  activities. 

Management  units  are  components  of  the  Planning  Unit  in  which  the 
detailed  management  direction  has  developed  differently  during 
the  planning  effort  (See  Plate  C).  The  key  values  and  proposed 
management  direction  described  for  each  are  based  on  relative 
needs  of  the  public,  the  suitability  of  the  land  to  satisfy  them 
and  resource  availability.  The  identified  key  values  will  be 
given  emphasis  when  coordinating  future  activities  in  each  manage¬ 
ment  unit. 

The  widest  possible  range  of  needed  uses  consistent  with  the  key 
values  and  land  capability  to  accommodate  those  uses  is  proposed 
for  each  management  unit.  This  principle  of  diversity  of  uses 
provides  the  flexibility  for  changing  the  public  land  management 
direction  in  timely  response  to  the  changing  needs  of  society. 

This  is  intended  to  be  a  dynamic  plan  based  on  current  Information. 
As  new  information  becomes  available,  or  as  changes  become  apparent, 
the  plan  will  be  modified. 

Monitoring  will  be  conducted  on  the  various  resource  uses  and 
activities.  Water  quality  monitoring  will  be  initiated  with 
installation  of  the  stream  gauging  stations.  Recreation 
information  Management  (RIM)Z/  will  continue  to  supply  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  the  volume  of  recreation  use. 

Wildlife  studies  conducted  In  cooperation  with  the  State  Division 
of  Wildlife  help  refine  knowledge  of  wildlife  habitat  conditions. 
Soil  and  hydrologic  studies  by  both  public  and  private  entities 
provide  information  about  the  various  resource  activities'  impact 
on  soil  and  water  conditions.  Landscape  architect  input  into 
planning  of  resource  activities  will  be  required  to  give  proper 
consideration  to  scenic  qualities. 

Information  gathered  by  all  of  the  above  procedures  will  be  used 
to  continually  refine  the  management  direction. 


RIM  is  a  computerized  inventory  system  related  to  recreation  use  of 
National  Forest  Lands. 
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1.  Grouse  Creek  Management  Unit 

Q(U>  CAiptLOYl 

This  management  unit  of  8,870  acres  varies  in  elevation 
from  9,000  feet  to  11,500  feet.  The  aspect  is  basically 
northeast.  The  lodgepole  ecosystem  is  a  relatively  simple, 
short-lived,  fire-maintained  serai  stage  of  the  climax 
spruce-fir  forest.  Periodic  re-occurrence  of  wildfire  has 
maintained  the  ecosystem  on  a  cyclic  basis  throughout  the 
recent  centuries. 

Good  potential  for  many  uses  exists  in  the  Grouse  Creek 
Management  Unit.  These  include  downhill  skiing,  wood  products, 
dispersed  recreation,  developed  campgrounds,  snowmoblllng, 
cross-country  skiing,  horseback  riding,  and  natural  scenic 
enjoyment.  Although  some  elk  winter  range  exists,  the  criti¬ 
cal  range  is  at  lower  elevations  on  lands  in  private  ownership. 

The  southern  half  of  the  Grouse  Creek  Management  Unit  has  been 
inventoried  as  roadless  area. 

Monagc/nen-t  Pecci-tona 

a.  Key  values  of  dispersed  recreation,  scenery,  and 
wildlife  will  receive  management  emphasis. 

b.  Tree  stands  will  be  specially  managed  to  maintain 
a  healthy  and  scenic  condition  with  a  minimal  road 
system.  Only  ski  runs,  themselves,  will  be  clearcut. 

c.  The  natural -appearing  landscape  will  be  maintained. 

d.  No  activity  will  be  permitted  on  National  Forest  lands 
that  would  lower  the  potential  for  future  considera¬ 
tion  of  a  winter  sports  site  designation.  An  Environmental 
Statement  will  be  prepared  if  a  winter  sports  site  desig¬ 
nation  is  considered. 

e.  Trails  will  be  maintained  into  the  Holy  Cross  Road¬ 
less  Area. 

f.  Habitat  will  be  managed  to  provide  diversity  and 
abundance  of  wildlife. 

g.  Manage  to  enhance  the  dispersed  recreation  uses  of 
hiking  and  hunting. 

h.  Management  will  be  closely  coordinated  with  the  Town 
of  Minturn. 
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2.  McCoy  Management  Unit 
% 

OeJi  c^viption 

The  McCoy  Management  Unit  of  1,280  acres  is  distinguished 
by  its  Importance  to  wildlife,  both  as  spring  and  fall 
habitat  and  as  a  migration  route. 

The  management  unit  varies  in  elevation  from  9,000  to 
10,500  feet.  Slopes  are  usually  less  than  30%.  The 
aspect  of  the  land  is  generally  north.  The  geology  is 
relatively  stable  with  the  exception  of  localized  areas 
of  surface  soil  movement.  The  ecosystem  is  mainly  classi¬ 
fied  as  mountain  grassland,  which  is  fairly  stable  unless 
overgrazed. 

Another  use  available  in  this  management  unit  is  dispersed 
recreation  opportunities  such  as  hiking,  hunting  and  cross¬ 
country  skiing.  Downhill  skiing  has  good  potential  on  the 
upper  slopes.  The  variety  and  attractiveness  of  scenery 
is  important.  The  southern  35%  of  the  management  unit  has 
been  inventoried  as  roadless  area. 

Management  Dectatons 

a.  The  key  values  of  wildlife,  scenery  and  dispersed 
recreation  will  receive  management  emphasis. 

b.  The  natural -appearing  landscape  will  be  maintained. 

c.  Domestic  livestock  grazing  will  continue  as  long  as 
it  is  compatible  with  wildlife  needs. 

d.  Habitat  will  be  managed  to  provide  diversity  and  abundance 
of  wildlife. 

e.  Trails  will  be  maintained  into  the  Holy  Cross  Road¬ 
less  Area. 

f.  Only  those  activities  will  be  permitted  on  National 
Forest  lands  that  would  maintain  and/or  enhance  the 
potential  for  future  consideration  of  a  winter  sports 
site  designation.  An  Environmental  Statement  will  be 
prepared  if  a  winter  sports  site  designation  is 
considered. 

g.  Manage  to  enhance  the  dispersed  recreation  uses  of 
hiking  and  hunting. 
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3 .  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit 

# 

OeA  cjUp-tion 

The  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  contains  about  3,000  acres. 
It  is  bordered  on  the  east  and  west  by  the  natural  drainage 
boundaries.  The  boundary  of  the  National  Forest  forms  the 
north  edge  and  the  south  boundary  is  formed  by  two  ridges 
which  join  just  south  of  Beaver  Lake.  Elevations  on  the 
unit  range  from  7,700  to  11,000  feet. 

About  two-thirds  of  the  management  unit  (2,000  acres)  was 
inventoried  in  the  Roadless  and  Undeveloped  Area  Review. 

This  management  unit  contains  the  site  approved  by  the 
International  Olympic  Committee  for  the  Alpine  Events  of 
the  1976  Winter  Olympics.  It  has  been  the  subject  of  a 
very  intensive  environmental  evaluation  by  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Center  on  Environment  (R0MC0E)  (Summary  of  Report  - 
Appendix  I). 

Fifty  percent  of  this  management  unit  has  significant 
mass  movement  potential. 

There  is  suitable  terrain  on  both  public  and  private 
lands  for  development  of  skiing  facilities.  Analysis 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  revealed  that  although 
the  private  land  can  accommodate  a  resort,  the  terrain 
most  suitable  for  quality  downhill  skiing  is  on  adjacent 
National  Forest  land. 

Past  management  has  been  for  dispersed  recreation,  wild¬ 
life,  forage  production,  and  watershed  values,  requiring 
only  a  rudimentary  trail  and  primitive  road  system. 

The  management  unit  is  suitable  for  many  other  resource 
opportunities  and  uses  including  production  of  high-quality 
water,  a  fair  to  good  fishery,  developed  recreation  sites, 
production  of  wood  and  forage,  and  elk  summer  habitat. 

Management  VzcaaIom, 

a.  Manage  for  the  key  value  of  developed  recreation  and 
designate  a  winter  sports  site.  This  will  lead  to 

a  year-round  recreation  development  on  the  National 
Forest  as  well  as  adjoining  private  land. 

b.  The  scenic  values  will  be  modified  with  the  develop¬ 
ments  of  ski  lifts,  ski  trails,  and  roads.  Through 
control  of  locations  and  designs,  the  visual  impacts 
on  the  landscape  will  be  minimized. 
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c.  A  permanent  road  system  will  be  planned  and  con¬ 
structed  to  serve  the  resort  complex  and  provide 
public  access  to  National  Forest  lands. 

d.  The  forested  areas  between  ski  trails  will  be  man¬ 
aged  to  maintain  healthy  stands  of  trees  for  skier 
wind  protection  and  attractive  scenery  and  to  help 
protect  the  soil  from  erosion  and  mass  movement.. 

t 

e.  Those  trees  removed  during  construction  will  be 
utilized  wherever  possible. 

f.  Hiking  trails  will  be  maintained. 

g.  Mineral  surveys  will  be  made  before  lands  are  with¬ 
drawn  from  mineral  entry. 

h.  Fnvi ronmental  analysis  will  be  done  on  location  and 
design  of  construction  projects. 

4.  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit 

VucAiptlon 

This  7,250  acre  management  unit  is  located  in  the  southern 
portion  of  the  Planning  Unit. 

This  management  unit  is  very  rugged.  About  a  third  of  the 
area  is  above  treeline  and  is  part  of  the  alpine  eco¬ 
system.  The  small  forested  areas  are  spruce-fir  and  are 
interspersed  with  high  mountain  meadow.  During  the 
summer,  among  the  larger  animals,  it  is  the  home  of  deer, 
elk,  and  black  bear.  About  100  elk  usually  spend  the 
summer  in  upper  Beaver  Creek  drainage. 

The  management  unit  includes  some  impressive  scenery 
around  the  Turquoise  Lakes.  Though  use  by  backpackers 
and  fishermen  is  moderate,  it  is  increasing  rapidly  as 
the  quality  of  the  area  becomes  better  known. 

Beaver  Creek  and  Grouse  Mountain  Trails  are  the  only 
maintained  transportation  routes. 

Management  Pc cit>ioriA 

a.  The  key  value  of  a  natural  environment  will  be  main¬ 
tained. 

b.  Any  activity  that  would  result  in  the  loss  of  wilderness 
suitability  will  not  be  permitted:  i.e.,  road 
construction  and  tree  harvesting. 
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c.  This  management  unit  will  be  considered  an  integral 
part  of  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area. 

d.  Mining  activity  would  continue  under  the  General 
Mining  Law. 

e.  Trails  will  continue  to  be  maintained. 

f.  No  recreation  facilities  will  be  constructed  unless 
it  becomes  necessary  for  public  health  and  safety. 

g.  Motorized  vehicles  will  continue  to  be  prohibited. 
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II.  LNVIKQNMENTAL  IMPACTS 


A.  General 

The  impacts  and  resulting  effects  of  the  proposed  action  would 
not  only  influence  the  National  Forest  but  reach  beyond  its 
boundaries.  Those  primary  impacts  that  would  occur  on  the 
National  Forest  as  a  direct  result  of  the  proposed  action  are 
reasonably  predictable  and  the  potential  adverse  effects  would 
be  largely  mitigated  through  proven  land  management  techniques. 

Secondary  impacts  are  those  that  will  occur  as  a  result  of  the 
primary  impacts  and  are  an  indirect  output  of  the  proposed  action. 
They  occur  beyond  the  National  Forest  boundaries  and  for  the  most 
part  affect  social  and  economic  values.  These  are  more  diffi¬ 
cult  to  analyze  and  their  effects  tend  to  be  more  permanent  and 
less  easily  mitigated.  Many  of  these  impacts  fall  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  town,  county,  or  state  governments  and  must  be 
addressed  from  a  cooperative  standpoint. 

Exhibit  A  on  the  following  page  Illustrates  the  relationship 
between  the  primary  and  secondary  impacts  and  the  favorable 
and  adverse  effects  for  the  proposed  action. 

B .  Primary  Impacts 

1.  Ski  Area  Development 

This  proposal  will  allocate  National  Forest  Land  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  a  major  year-round  recreation  complex  in  the  Beaver 
Creek  Management  Unit.  Included  is  the  development  of  a 
winter  sports  site  to  accommodate  7,500  skiers  per  day  at 
full  development.  Included  facilities  are  ski  lifts  and 
trails,  roads,  restaurants  and  utility  installations. 

These  will  occur  on  both  public  and  private  lands. 

2.  Road  Construction 

Although  no  specific  roads  are  proposed  in  this  statement, 
the  management  of  the  Grouse  Creek,  Beaver  Creek,  and  McCoy 
Management  Units  would  permit  construction  of  permanent 
roads. 

C.  Secondary  Impacts 

This  section  identifies  the  probable  secondary  impacts  that 
will  occur  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action  and  the  above 
primary  impacts.  The  magnitude  of  these  impacts  has  been  esti¬ 
mated  for  the  20-year  development  period. 
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PROPOSED 
ACT  I  Oil 


PRIMARY  IMPACTS 


SECONDARY  IMPACTS 


EXHIBIT  NO.  A 

RELATIONSHIP  OF  MAJOR  IMPACTS  AND  POTENTIAL  EFFECTS 
MEADOW  MOUNTAIN  PLANNING  UNIT 


POTENTIAL  EFFECTS 


Favorable 


Adverse 


Economic  Base  and  Employment 
Diversity  of  Resource  Uses 
Integrity  of  Minturn  Community 
Satisfying  Demand  for  Skiing 

Availability  of  Employment 
Supply  of  Permanent  Housing 
Provision  of  Urban  Services 
Solid  Waste  Management 
Required  Scnool  Facilities 
Energy  Consumption 
Reduction  in  Air  Quality 
Water  Supply  Requirement 
Water  Quality  and  Surface  Runoff 
Water  Quality  and  Sewage  Treatment 
Soil  Erosion 

Reduction  in  Scenic  Value 
Loss  of  Wilderness  Suitability 
Wildlife  Loss 

Lowering  the  Quality  of  Life 


II 


The  reader  should  be  aware  that  there  are  a  number  of  other 
economic  influences  occurring  in  the  Eagle  County  area  during 
this  same  time  period.  Some  of  these  were  identified  in 
Section  I  under  the  Management  Situation  and  include  activities 
such  as  interstate  highway  construction,  transmountain  water 
diversions,  expansions  of  existing  ski  area  and  airport,  and 
general  growth  and  activity  trends.  It  is  against  this  back¬ 
ground  of  trends  and  development  projects  that  the  proposed 
action  must  be  analyzed. 

It  is  difficult  to  isolate  the  effects  of  any  single  economic 
influence,  however,  the  following  estimates  are  presented  to 
convey  a  feeling  of  the  magnitude  of  the  secondary  impacts 
that  will  be  operating  because  of  the  proposed  action. 

1.  Visitors 

It  is  estimated  that  at  full  development  the  proposed 
action  will  provide  an  additional  300,000  visitor  daysi/ 
of  recreation  use  in  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit 
each  year.  Approximately  80  percent  of  this  use  will 
occur  in  the  winter  months  and  be  directly  related  to 
winter  sports  activities. 


8/  Visitor  Day  -  An  aggregate  of  12  man-hours  of  recreation  use  of  National 
Forest  Land. 
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2.  Employment 

The  following  table  (Table  No.  2)  estimates  that  the  incre¬ 
mental  employment  In  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  at  full  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  winter  sports  site  will  be  2,200  jobs.  This 
includes  both  basic  jobs  related  to  the  winter  sports 
industry  and  local  service  jobs,  both  full  time  and  temporary. 

Table  No.  2 

Estimated  Employment 
in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley 
Resulting  from  Full  Development 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 

Number  of 


Jobs 

Basic  Employment* 

Five-month  winter  season 

Average  1,350 

Peak  1,650 

Seven-month  summer  season 

Average  1,200 

Average  full-time  equivalent  (FTE)  1,310 

Local  Service  Employment* * 

(Average  FTE  employment)  (1,310) 

X  (est.  employment  multiplier)  (  .68) 

=  Local  Service  Employment  890 

Total  Employment 

Basic  1,310 

Local  Service  890 

TOTAL  2,200 


*  Basic  jobs  are  in  activities  which  produce  a  product  for 
use  by  non-residents  of  the  region  (Upper  Eagle  Valley). 

**  Local  Service  jobs  are  in  activities  which  produce  a 
product  or  service  for  use  by  residents  of  the  region. 

Note:  A  larger  impact  area  (Eagle  County,  for  example) 
would  account  for  more  local  service  employment-- 
about  2,500  rather  than  2,200  total  jobs. 


Source:  Based  on  data  in  an  unpublished  report  conducted  for  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Center  on  Environment,  "An  Assessment  of  Potential  Off-Site  Impacts 
Resulting  from  Possible  Recreation  Area  Development  Alternatives,"  by 
THK  Associates,  Denver,  January  1974,  (no  page  numbers).  (Subsequent 
references  to  this  report  will  be  cited  as  the  THK/R0MC0E  Report) 
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Sources : 


3.  Population 

Table  No.  3  contains  estimates  of  the  additional  permanent 
resident  population  which  will  be  supported  by  the  2,200 
new  jobs .  _ 

At  full  development,  the  population  would  be  increased  by 
about  5,240--to  10,400  in  1995  from  a  base  of  4,800  in  1974 
in  the  Gore  Valley/Upper  Eagle  River. 

Table  No.  3 

Estimated  Population 
Resulting  from  Development 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 
in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley 
at  Full  Development 

Labor 

Total  Participation 

Employment  Rate _  Population  Households 

2,200  ♦  0.42  =  5,240  or  1,540 


1.  Employment  estimates  are  from  Table  No.  2. 

2.  The  Labor  Participation  Rate--the  proportion  of  the  population 
in  the  labor  force--is  from  U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census 

of  Population:  1970  General  Social  and  Economic  Characteristics , 

F'inal  Report  PC(1)  C7  Colorado,  pp.  316  and  321. 

3.  Persons  per  household  from  the  U.  S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  Census 
of  Population:  1970,  General  Population  Characteristics,  Final 

Report  PCTl)-B7,  Colorado,  p.  82--Minturn-Redcliff  division. 
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III.  FAVORABLE  EFFECTS 

A.  Economic  Base  and  Employment 

As  the  historic  economic  bases  of  agriculture,  ranching,  mining, 
and  railroading  decline  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  (the  area  above 
the  town  of  Wolcott),  replacement  growth  in  other  suitable 
industries  is  desirable.  Because  of  the  terrain  and  climatic 
factors,  the  winter  sports  industry  appears  to  be  a  favored 

choice. 

An  estimated  340  heads  of  households  in  the  Minturn-Redcliff 
communities  are  not  employed  by  the  mining  industry,: 300  at  the 
New  Jersey  Zinc  Mine  at  Gilman  and  40  at  the  Climax  Molybdenum 
Mining  Corporation  at  Climax,  Colorado.  It  is  important  to  note 
that  mining  accounted  for  almost  thirty  percent  of  the  County 
employment  in  1969  but  only  nine  percent  in  1972. 

For  the  first  half  of  the  twentieth  century,  mining,  agriculture, 
timber,  and  the  railroad  industry  provided  the  economic  base  for 
Eagle  County.  The  years  1950  through  1969  saw  the  final  leveling 
off  and  In  some  cases  contraction  of  these  industries.  During 
this  period,  Eagle  County  population  grew  at  an  average  annual 
rate  of  0.5%  but  total  employment  dropped  about  1%.  From  tne 
period  1960-72,  employment  in  these  previously  donnnant  ii "dustries 
dropped  another  1-2%  per  year  for  a  tota  of  about  16%  by  1972. 
However,  during  this  period,  overall  employment  increased  at  an 
average  rate  of  6%  per  year  largely  due  to  the  emergence  of  a 
ski  Industry  at  Vail  and  the  improved  highway  system. 

The  Beaver  Creek  and  general  Avon  area  has  bf,en  designated  a 
Major  Commercial  Center  in  the  Eagle  County  Master  Plan. |/ 

The  County  has  also  approved  plans  for  four  major  land  deve  op 
ment  proposals  in  the  area,  namely,  Eagle-Vail,  Benchmark, 

Beaver  Creek,  and  Arrowhead.  Growth  in  the  County  is  to  be 
directed  towards  existing  or  planned  communities. 

The  Beaver  Creek  development  would  create  favorable  long  term 
economic  effects  for  the  local  communities,  the  County,  and  the 
State.  At  maturity,  the  resort  would  probably  serve  about  7,500 
skiers  per  day.  Annual  visitor  use  could  exceed  one-third  million 
people.  They  would,  of  course,  look  to  local  businesses  for 
goods  and  services.  The  economy  would  be  stimulated  by  efforts 


9/  Eagle  County  Master  Plan,  adopted  October  3,  1973,  by  the  Eagle  County 
Planning  Commission. 


Ill 


to  meet  the  needs  of  these  people.  Many  visitors  would  come 

from  out  of  state.  Sales  tax  and  ad  valorem  tax  would  flow  directly 

to  local  towns.  Eagle  County,  and  the  State.  Over  a  ten-year 

period,  the  ski  area  special  use  permit  would  send  about 

$700,000  to  the  U.  S.  Treasury,  of  which  twenty-five  percent  would 

be  returned  to  the  County  for  schools  and  roads. 

The  economic  base  provided  by  the  resort  will  establish  another 
growth  center  In  the  County.  This  base  establishes  an  economic 
Influence  by  which  County  growth  patterns  can  be  gauged,  balanced, 
and  controlled.  The  Eagle  County  Master  Plan  provides  for  balance 
between  the  capacity  of  the  resort  area  and  the  associated  housing 
accommodations.  Page  43  of  the  Eagle  County  Plan  states,  "Planned 
communities  based  on  ski  resorts  should  be  limited  in  the  aggregate 
to  two  beds  of  residential  capacity  for  each  unit  of  skier  capacity 
plus  a  justifiable  quantity  of  employee  or  support  housing." 

The  resort,  Itself,  is  expected  to  create  the  equivalent  of  1,310 
new  full-time  jobs.  In  addition  to  the  jobs  created  directly  by 
the  resort,  an  additional  890  local  service  jobs,  activities 
which  produce  a  product  or  service  for  use  by  residents  of  the 
region,  will  also  be  generated.  This  will  yield  a  total  new 
employment  opportunity  for  2,200  people. 

The  proposed  new  employment  base  provides  an  outstanding  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  a  manpower  conversion  program  just  as  it  becomes 
increasingly  needed.  It  would  provide  job  continuity  and  security 
for  the  local  labor  force.  In  turn,  this  would  directly  contribute 
to  the  stability  of  Minturn  and  Redcliff.  It  will  favorably 
affect  the  stability  of  family  life  which  is  a  primary 
value  in  the  maintenance  of  the  social  structure  and  culture  of 
these  communities. 

Examples  of  the  kinds  of  skills  in  the  mines  that  can  be  converted 
include: 

Carpenter,  electrician,  heavy  equipment  operator,  com¬ 
pressor  operation,  repairmen  (pumps,  machinery,  etc.), 
plumber,  laborer,  supervisor,  town  maintenance  crew, 
watchmen,  personnel  specialist,  payroll,  switchboard 
operator,  and  salesmen. 

A  new  Manpower  Committee  has  been  formed.  The  Committee,  whose 
objective  is  to  get  local  people  into  the  new  jobs  is  composed 
of  local  citizens  and  major  developers.  The  Colorado  Mountain 
College  has  a  full-time,  paid,  community  coordinator  for  this 
group. 
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In  addition  to  providing  new  job  opportunities,  the  four  major 
developers  have  made  policy  commitments  for  assistance  in 
training  and  hiring.  Though  employment  practices  have  not  yet 
met  significant  levels,  there  is  a  mechanism  for  communicating 
mutual  needs. 


Vail  Associates,  Inc.  plans  to  level  off  development  of  their 
holdings  in  Gore  Valley  within  three  to  five  years  to  help 
"maintain  an  optimum  development."  This  "optimum"  has  been 
determined  through  a  continuing  planning  effort  between  the 
Town  of  Vail,  the  Forest  Service,  and  Vail  Associates  to 
balance  the  developed  recreation  capacity  with  the  municipal 
services  and  bed  capacity. 

As  contraction  of  the  former  economic  bases  is  expected  to 
continue,  new  industry  seems  to  be  needed  to  maintain  a  healthy 
economy  and  prevent  an  overall  contraction  of  employment. 

B.  diversity  of  Resource  Uses 

The  proposal  will  maintain  the  diversity  of  resource  uses  by 
means  of  the  establishment  of  management  units  which  recognize 
differences  in  key  values  and  management  direction  for  differ¬ 
ent  areas. 

Tne  decisions  for  each  management  unit  maintain  the  broadest 
mix  of  uses  possible,  consistent  with  the  overall  management 
direction.  Although  the  stated  key  values  are  given  priority 
under  the  present  management  direction  which  recognizes  current 
needs,  other  values  may  be  increasingly  emphasized  in  the 
future.  By  preserving  a  broad  mix  of  opportunities  for  use, 
many  options  are  available  for  changing  management  direction 
to  meet  future  needs. 

The  following  list  summarizes  the  diversity  proposed. 


Management  Unit 

Beaver  Creek 

Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy 

Holy  Cross 


Key  Values 

Intensive  recreation 

Dispersed  recreation,  wildlife, 
scenery 

Natural  environment 


The  ski  area  potential  of  the  McCoy  and  Grouse  Creek  Units 
will  be  protected  to  maintain  their  suitability  should  that  use 
become  desirable  at  some  later  date.  This  does  not  mean  that 
designation  of  a  winter  sports  site  is  inevitable.  Such  a 
decision  will  also  be  subject  to  the  results  of  an  environ¬ 
mental  analyses  and  appropriate  public  involvement. 
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C.  Integrity  of  Minturn  Community 

The  people  of  Minturn  are  concerned  about  keeping  Minturn  a 
residential  community.  They  feel  that  a  resort  development 
too  close  to  the  Town  would  be  detrimental  to  their  plans 
for  the  future  of  their  community.  The  decision  to  confine 
tne  designation  of  a  winter  sports  site  to  Beaver  Creek  is 
consistent  with  this  objective. 

If,  as  proposed,  the  resort  industry  is  located  at  Beaver 
Creek  rather  than  adjacent  to  Minturn,  the  communities  of 
Minturn  and  Redcliff  will  be  able  to  develop  and  grow  as  resi¬ 
dential  communities.  Community  lifestyles  will  not  become 
disoriented  by  a  large  influx  of  strangers.  The  informal 
networks  of  communication  and  self-help  that  are  character¬ 
istic  of  the  strong  Spanish-American  culture  in  Minturn  could 
continue  essentially  unaltered. 

Limiting  the  ski  area  development  to  Beaver  Creek,  separated 
from  the  Minturn  community,  provides  additional  time  to 
implement  positive  planning  objectives  in  cooperation  with 
lagle  County  and  to  develop  ways  to  decongest  the  Town  and 
recapture  open  space. 

The  Beaver  Creek  site  has  benefit  of  a  new  commercial/ 
residential  area  to  be  developed  by  Benchmark  Associates. 

This  new  community  will  provide  housing,  shopping  facil¬ 
ities,  and  community  services  which  will  help  divert  some 
of  the  growth  pressures  occurring  in  nearby  established 
towns. 

0.  Satisfying  demand  for  Increased  Skiing 

The  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  is  well  suited  for  a  year- 
round  public/private  recreation.  Its  mountains  provide  diverse 
opportunities  for  a  quality  experience  for  all  levels  of 
skiing  proficiency.  There  is  sufficient  private  land  at  the 
base  to  provide  housing  and  facilities  needed  to  round  out 
the  total  resort  system.  In  addition,  easy  access  for  the 
1.3  million  Denver  Metro  population  via  Interstate  70  helps 
make  this  a  logical  choice  for  expansion  of  the  State's 
skiing  Industry. 

The  Beaver  Creek  site,  like  Vail,  will  help  meet  National,  as 
well  as  International,  demand  for  skiing.  According  to  the 
Colorado  Ski  and  Winter  Recreation  Statistics,  1973  (see 
Appendix  F),  the  sale  of  ski  lift  tickets,  one  measure  of  the 
growth  of  the  ski  industry,  is  growing  at  a  "compounded  annual 
rate  of  18.8%  over  the  past  seven  ski  seasons."  The  total 
demand  for  skiing  is  expected  to  continue  to  grow  at  the  rate 
of  10-15%  per  year.  About  70%  of  this  growth  can  be  provided 
through  expansion  of  existing  sites. 
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.  ADVERSE  EFFECTS  AND  MITIGATING  ACTIONS 


This  section  of  the  report  presents  estimates  of  the  environmental 
effects  that  will  be  caused  by  the  action.  The  discussion  Is  limited 
to  major  effects  and  to  the  Immediate  region  surrounding  the  Planning 
Unit.  In  general,  the  nature  of  the  effect  has  determined  the  area 
of  consideration.  For  example,  the  effect  on  the  need  for  additional 
sewage  treatment  was  analyzed  In  terms  of  the  service  area  of  the 
Upper  Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  District.  Similarly  the  effect  on 
school  enrollment  was  analyzed  In  terms  of  the  Eagle  County  School 


This  section  focuses  primarily  on  the  secondary  effects  of  the  major 
component  of  the  actlon-a  winter  sports  area.*  Almost  all  of  the 
consents  and  questions  developed  through  public  Involvement  and 
written  comments  on  the  draft  statement  addressed  the  subject  of 
secondary  Impacts  and  effects  of  the  winter  sports  site  development. 
This  section  was  expanded  in  response  to  those  comments  and  questions. 
Much  of  the  Information  used  In  this  section  Is  based  on  the  ROMCOE 
of  the  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area.  The  Forest  Service  worked 
with  ROMCOE  throughout  Its  study.  This  final  environmental  state¬ 
ment  has  made  extensive  use  of  the  ROMCOE  studies  In  Its  analysis 
of  the  development  alternatives  of  the  winter  sports  site. 


The  secondary  effects  related  to  the  development  of  a  winter  sports 
area  are  considerably  more  significant  and  controversial  In  comparison 
to  the  effects  of  the  remainder  of  the  proposed  action.  Because  of 
their  relative  significance,  this  section  Is  primarily  concerned  with 
secondary  effects  of  the  winter  sports  site.  These  are  presented  in 
the  context  of  fifteen  (15)  major  topics: 


A.  Availability  of  Employment  Opportunity 

B.  Supply  of  Permanent  Housing 


C.  Provision  of  Urban  Services 


D.  Solid  Waste  Management 

E.  Required  School  Facilities 

F.  Energy  Consumption 

G.  Reduction  in  Air  Quality 


°l  the  !naI*sis  of  the  five  major  land  us«  alternatives  for 
thls^eport^000^^11  P^ann*n9  ape  considered  In  Section  VII  of 


IV 


H.  Water  Supply  Requirement 

I.  Water  Quality  and  Surface  Runoff 

J.  Water  Quality  and  Sewage  Treatment 

K.  Soil  Erosion 

L.  Reduction  In  Scenic  Value 

M.  Loss  of  Wilderness  Suitability 

N.  Wildlife  Loss 

O.  Lowering  the  Quality  of  Life 


Each  of  these  fifteen  topics  Is  presented  In  a  common  format,  briefly 
summarized  as  follows: 

Situation— This  Is  the  background  situation  and  Information  such  as 
the  geographic  area  to  be  affected.  The  unit  of  measurement  Is 
defined,  the  present  base  level  is  quantified  and  often  an  estimate 
of  the  current  trend  is  made. 

Effects  of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area— There  is  land  suitable 
for  developing  a  new  ski  area  and  base  facility  at  Beaver  Creek  totally 
on  private  land.  In  fact.  Eagle  County  has  approved  individual  plans 
for  development  of  private  land  that  Includes  skiing  facilities. 
Generally  It  would  be  about  one-third  to  one-half  the  size  of  a  ski 
area  developed  on  both  public  and  private  lands.  This  paragraph 
presents  estimates  of  the  effects  under  both  of  these  conditions: 

.  Development  on  Private  Land  Only. 

.  Development  on  Public  And  Private  Lands. 

(The  proposed  action) 

Interpretation— The  purpose  of  this  paragraph  is  to  place  the  effects 
In  perspective  as  to  the  degree  of  seriousness.  Its  duration  or 
timing,  etc. 


Mitigating  Actions— These  have  been  separated  Into  two  categories: 
.  Planned  Measures 
.  Suggested  Measures 


A  planned  measure  is  an  action  where  a  definite  coranltment  or 
responsibility  to  act  in  a  mitigating  manner  has  been  Identified. 
In  public  agencies  these  are  often  referred  to  as  being  planned,' 
programmed  or  budgeted.  Usually  there  Is  a  law  or  regulation 
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providing  for  a  standard.  Where  the  private  sector  Is  involved,  the 
commitment  often  takes  the  form  of  a  contract,  cooperative  agreement, 
or  a  condition  of  approval. 

Suggested  measures  usually  take  the  form  of  a  new  Idea,  a  suggestion 
or  a  new  approach'.'  A  commitment  to  act  has  not  been  Identified  and 
the  probability  of  the  measure  being  Implemented  Is  less  than  a 
planned  measure. 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated  or  Minimized — These 
effects  are  the  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  after  mitigation. 
Not  all  potentially  adverse  effects  can  be  avoided  or  mitigated  and 
these  effects  are  the  residual  after  all  mitigating  actions  have  been 
executed . 
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A.  AVAILABILITY  OF  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITY 
Situation 

Unemployment  has  been  very  low  In  Eagle  County  In  recent  years* 
and  the  availability  of  additional  employment  opportunity  Is  not 
considered  an  "adverse  effect."  However,  this  employment 
opportunity  has  the  potential  for  an  "adverse  effect"  If  the 
opportunity  Is  not  realized  by  long-term  residents  of  the  area. 

The  Importance  of  the  agriculture  and  mining  sectors  has  been 
decreasing  In  relative  Importance,  while  trade  and  services  have 
been  Increasing  (see  Exhibit  No.  A-l).  Workers  In  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  have  been  historically  dependent  for  employment  on 
the  operation  of  the  New  Jersey  Zinc  Mine  at  Gilman.  Mine 
officials  have  announced  the  likelihood  of  discontinuing  opera¬ 
tions  within  the  next  few  years  which  would  represent  the  loss 
of  300  basic  jobs  and  create  pressures  for  the  reduction  of  an 
additional  200  to  300  local  service  jobs. 


Exhibit  No.  A-1 

Eagle  County  Employment 
Major  Industries 

PERCENT 


Source:  U.  S.  Census 
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Current  employment  In  Upper  Eagle  County  Is  approximately  2,200- 
2,300.  Employment  In  this  area  has  been  forecasted  to  reach 
3,840  by  1995  even  If  the  Beaver  Creek  recreation  area  was  not 
developed.* 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  on  Private  Land  Only.  If  the  proposed  action  is 
rejected,  a  lesser-size  ski  area  will  be  developed  on  private 
lands  (design  capacity  of  2,500  skiers  per  day).  This  develop¬ 
ment  would  cause  total  employment  In  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  to 
reach  4,555  by  1995. 


*  A  Working  draft  of  "An  Assessment  of  Potential  Off-Site  Impacts, 

Resulting  from  Possible  Recreation  Area  Development  Alternatives," 
conducted  for  the  Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment  by  THK  Associates, 
Denver,  January,  1974.  Employment  estimates  were  made  In  this  report 
under  an  either/or  basis:  either  with  a  ski  area  or  without  a  ski 
area.  However,  the  more  realistic  alternatives  are  a  ski  area  developed 
totally  on  private  lands  or  a  ski  area  developed  on  a  combination  of 
private  and  public  lands.  Generally,  the  private  ski  area  is  estimated 
to  have  about  one- third  to  one-half  the  effects  of  a  full-sized  develop- 
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Development  on  Public  and  Private  Lands.  This  Is  the  proposed 
action— a  ski  area  with  a  design  capacity  of  7,500  skiers  per 
day.  This  development  would  create  employment  In  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  to  reach  6,060  by  1995. 


Table  No.  A-1 

Estimated  Incremental  Employment  Growth 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 
Eagle  County,  Colorado 


•» 

Period 

.»  Beaver  Creek 

Ski  Area  Development 

With 

Public  and 
Private  Lands 

Private 
Land  Only 

None 

1974  -  1975 

168 

137 

120 

1975  -  1980 

,v  ;'\  890 

559 

380 

1980  -  1985 

•  v  980 

629 

440 

1985  -  1990 

V  980 

558 

330 

1990  -  1995 

V  ^ 

382 

280 

Vi\  , 

3,588 

2,265 

1 ,550 

ource:  "An  Assessment  of  Potential  Off-Site  Impacts,  Resulting  from 
Possible  Recreation  Area  Development  Alternatives,"  conducted 
for  the  Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment  by  THK  Associates, 
Denver,  January,  1974.  The  "Private  Land  Only"  estimates  were 
calculated  at  35  percent  of  the  difference  between  "Public  and 
Private  Lands"  and  "None." 


-30- 


IV 


Interpretation 

One  of  the  principal  economic  benefits  resulting  from  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  Vail  In  the  1960s  was  the  employment  opportunity  In  the 
service  Industries  for  second  wage  earners  In  local  families.* 

However,  spokesmen  for  Spanlsh-Amerlcan  groups  have  made  known 
their  desires  to  share  more  prominently  In  the  economic  benefits 
associated  with  the  development  of  Beaver  Creek.  Specifically, 
the  goal  Is  to  achieve  a  higher  proportion  of  the  skilled  jobs 
and  management  positions  In  the  recreation  industry— not  just 
the  entry  level  jobs.  The  cost  of  living  near  a  resort  area  Is 
high.  Better  paylnq  jobs  are  needed  to  maintain  a  decent  standard 
of  living  and  to  allow  families  to  exist  on  the  Income  of  only 
one  wage  earner.  And,  coupled  with  the  outlook  for  mining,  the 
employment  situation  deserves  special  attention. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  A  Manpower  Conmlttee  has  been  formed  among 
local  Spanlsh-Amerlcan  groups  and  local  developers  under  the 
guidance  of  Colorado  Mountain  College.  Initial  plans  have  been 
made  to  coordinate  training  requirements  and  hiring  plans. 

Major  developers.  Including  Vail  Associates,  Benchmark  Associates, 
Eagle-Vall,  and  Arrowhead,  have  made  public  commitments  to  coop¬ 
erate  with  the  Manpower  Committee  In  providing  employment  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  Spanish -America ns  and  other  local  residents. 

Suggested  Measures.  It  Is  suggested  that  this  program  be 
encouraged  and  supported  by  local  governments  and  extended  to 
Include  the  new  businesses  which  will  be  created  within  these 
major  developments  of  the  Beaver  Creek  Area.  The  commitment  of 
a  developer  to  cooperate  with  the  objectives  of  the  Manpower 
Committee  does  not  necessarily  extend  to  the  new  enterprises 
which  will  become  operational  over  the  years. 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated,  or  Minimized 

When  the  Mine  closes,  many  of  Its  300  employees  will  be  able  to 
find  new  employment,  with  retraining,  in  the  recreation  Industry. 

But  a  certain  proportion  of  the  miners— perhaps  as  many  as  one- 
third  to  one-half— will  probably  not  be  able  to  make  the  adjust¬ 
ment,  and  will,  therefore,  be  considered  unemployable  In  the 
recreation  Industry. 


The  annual  Income  of  Spanlsh-surnamed  families  In  Eagle  County  in  1969 
was  $8,356-97  percent  of  the  median  average  family  Income  In  all  of 
Eagle  County  In  1969;  and  39  percent  higher  than  the  State-wide  average 

the  Cen?';  Jp*n,s||-Amer1ci"'  Allies.  Source:  U.S.  Bureau  of 

the  Census.  Census  of  Population:  1970.  6enera1.  Sorl.l  Economic 
Characteristic,  Final  Beport.  PC(1)  c-7.  n  mo  «o,  .1, 
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B.  SUPPLY  OF  PERMANENT  HOUSING 
Situation 

There  is  a  current  shortage  of  moderate  and  low-cost  housing  for 
permanent  residents  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley.  In  the  previously 
cited  THK/ROMCOE  report,  new  housing  starts  required  were  estimated 
to  be  815  units  by  1995  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  even  if  the  Beaver 
Creek  recreation  area  was  not  to  be  developed. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  If  the  proposed  action  were 
rejected,  a  lesser  sized  ski  area  would  be  developed  on  private 
land.  The  employment  generated  by  this  activity  would  support 
additional  population  requiring  370  housing  units  in  addition 
to  the  815  required  units  already  forecasted  for  1995. 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  This  case  represents 
the  proposed  action--a  winter  sports  area  on  public  and  private 
lands.  It  will  create  more  jobs  and  therefore  a  larger  resident 
population  can  be  supported.  Under  this  condition,  it  is  expected 
that  the  residents  of  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  will  require  680 
housing  units  by  1995  in  addition  to  the  1,185  units  (815  +  370) 
required  for  projected  growth  plus  a  ski  area  on  private  lands. 

Interpretation 

The  proposed  action  will  "create"  the  demand  for  additional  680 
housing  units  for  residents  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  over  the 
next  twenty  years.  This  is  in  addition  to  the  projected  growth 
and  the  growth  created  by  a  ski  area  on  private  land  oonly.  This 
would  represent  an  average  of  34  units  per  year. 
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Exhibit  No.  B-1 


New  Housing  Needed 
For  Permanent  Population 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 


BEAVER  CREEK 

SKI  AREA  DEVELOPMENT 

KEY 

WITH  PUBLIC  AND 

PRIVATE  LAMBS 

PRIVATE  LAND 

ONLY 

NONE 

Source:  Estimates  for  "With  Public  and  Private  Lands"  and  "None"  are  from 
the  previously  cited  THK/ROMCOE  Report.  The  estimates  for 
"Private  Land  Only"  are  calculated  as  the  sum  of  the  "No  Ski  Area 
Development"  estimate  and  35  percent  of  the  difference  between  no 
development  and  development  with  public  and  private  lands. 
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Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  Three  major  developers  have  recognized  the 
Importance  of  providing  adequate  housing  for  permanent  employees. 
In  total,  County  approved  master  plans  will  provide  1,910  units 

°I  ?"Sl2yee  hous1n9  (a11  types)  compared  to  the  expected  demand 
of  1,867. 


Exhibit  No.  B-2 

New  Housing  Planned 
For  Permanent  Population 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 


Source:  Gerard  V.  Frank,  "Present  and  Future  Characteristics  of 
the  Student  Body,  School  District  ReSOJ,  A  Study  and 
Projection,"  published  by  Lyon,  Collins  &  Co.,  Denver, 
Updated,  (1974) 


SjiSS-fS-tfd  Measures.  It  Is  suggested  that  the  County  Planning 
Commission  continue  to  develop  standards  for  the  relationship 
of  housing  for  residents  versus  housing  for  visitors. 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated  or  Minimized 

It  would  seem  that  the  County  and  the  developers  have  been  able 
to  develop  reasonable  plans  to  supply  employee  housing.  The 
arrangement  does  not  Insure  that  the  cost  of  employee  housing 
will  remain  reasonable. 
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C.  PROVISION  OF  URBAN  SERVICES* 

Situation 

The  development  of  the  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area  will  create  new  jobs, 
which  In  turn,  will  support  a  larger  population  In  Eagle  County. 

It  Is  expected  that  a  substantial  number  of  the  new  families  will 
live  In  the  apartments,  mobile  home  courts,  and  homes  planned  for 
the  Immediate  area— between  Edwards  on  the  West  and  Dowd  Junction 
on  the  East.  There  might  be  3,000  to  4,000  permanent  families 
In  this  region  by  1995.  (Presently,  there  are  about  300  to  400 
families.) 

None  of  the  existing  communities  Is  Incorporated.  Some  urban 
services  are  provided  by  the  County,  others  are  furnished  through 
volunteer  organizations  and  comnerclal  firms.  Some  services  are 
totally  lacking  and  others  are  of  such  a  low  quality  as  to  be 
practically  non-existent. 


Exhibit  No.  C-I 


An  Urbanizing  Corridor 
Unper  Eagle  Valley 


As  used  here  “Urban  Services"  Include  fire  and  police  protection,  provi¬ 
sion  of  water  and  sewage  services,  transportation  planning,  snow  removal, 
street  maintenance,  solid  waste  collection,  etc. 
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Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  on  Private  Land  Only.  There  is  currently  need  for  a 
better  delivery  system  of  urban  services  in  this  area.  Without  the 
proposed  action,  the  overall  demand  for  services  expected  by  1985, 
for  example,  could  be  delayed  for  perhaps  five  to  ten  years. 

Development  On  Public  and  Private  Lands.  The  proposed  action  will 
accelerate  the  rate  of  demand  for  urban  services.  More  people  in 
the  area  will  require  and  demand  more  services. 

Interpretation 

There  has  been  considerable  cooperation  in  planning  among  the 
major  developers  in  the  past  two  years.  Recreation  districts  have 
been  formed,  utility  systems  have  been  expanded,  agreements  have 
been  made  for  provision  of  employee  housing,  and  sites  have  been 
dedicated  for  local  governments'  future  use.  The  Eagle  County 
Planning  Commission  has  coordinated  certain  activities  such  as 
the  location  of  traffic  intersections. 

There  should  be  concern  that  the  overall  delivery  of  urban- 
type  services  will  be  fragmented,  resulting  in  greater  costs  to 
residents  and  in  levels  of  service  which  will  vary  substantially 
in  quality. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Suggested  Measures 

Under  the  State  Land  Use  Act,  the  development  of  new  communities 
would  be  designated  "an  activity  of  State  interest."  This 
designation  permits  counties  to  control  the  new  development 
with  regulations  established  under  State  guidelines. 

However,  Section  106-7-107  of  the  Act  specifically  exempts 
developments  that  have  been  conditionally  or  finally  approved 
by  the  appropriate  local  government  for  planned  unit  develop¬ 
ment.  This  would  apply  to  the  major  developments  in  the  Avon 
area.  The  growth  of  this  area  will  also  involve  other  "matters 
of  State  interest"  such  as  airports,  mass  transit,  and  solid 
waste  sites  not  included  in  the  previous  approval. 

In  order  to  embrace  these  aspects  of  development  not  previously 
exempted,  it  is  recommended  that  Eagle  County  work  towards 
designation  of  the  general  Avon  area  as  an  area  of  State  interest. 

A  New  Town  Committee  could  be  appointed  to  look  into  the  criteria 
for  establishing  a  new  town.  As  part  of  its  charge,  the 
committee  would  suggest  boundaries  of  the  new  town  and  identify 
the  conditions  under  which  incorporation  would  be  considered. 
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D.  SOLID  WASTE  MANAGEMENT 
Situation 


There  Is  concern  that  the  sanitary  land  fill  for  the  Imnedlate 
area  will  be  filled— perhaps  within  three  years.  The  collection 
of  trash  has  been  a  function  of  private  enterprise  In  Eagle  County. 
Supervision  of  the  Sanitary  Land  Fill  Operation  Is  the  responsi¬ 
bility  of  the  County  Health  Department. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  It  Is  estimated  that  the 
development  of  a  ski  area  on  private  lands  will  cause  a  peak 
visitor  population  of  6,000  and  a  permanent  population  of 
3,150— a  peak  day  population  of  approximately  9,150  (see  Table 
No.  D-l).  If  the  experience  In  Vail  applies,  then  the  solid 
waste  output  would  be  about  640  cubic  yards  per  day  during 
these  peak  periods.* 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  It  Is  estimated  that 
the  proposed  action  will  cause  a  peak  visitor  population  of 
18,000  and  a  resident  population  of  5,240— a  peak  day  popula¬ 
tion  of  23,240.  If  the  experience  In  Vail  applies  then  the 
solid  waste  output  would  be  about  1,625  cubic  yards  per  day 
during  these  peak  periods.* 

Interpretation 

The  peak  day  estimates  for  Beaver  Creek  under  the  proposed  action 
nearly  approximate  Vail's  size,  and  thus  the  proposed  action  would 
Itself  represent  a  doubling  of  the  present  levels  In  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley.  Development  on  the  private  land  only  would  represent 
about  40  percent  of  the  levels  associated  with  full  development  on 
public  and  private  lands. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Suggested  Measures.  It  Is  recommended  that  the  County  continue 
Its  joint  Investigations  with  other  counties  of  alternative 
methods  of  solid  waste  management.  A  long  lead-time  Is  necessary 
to  select  a  technology  and  develop  a  site  If  high  costs  are  to 
be  avoided. 


The  experience  In  Vail  Indicates  that  when  10,000  people  are  In  the  area 
generates  about  700  cubic  yards  of  trash  per  day,  according 
to  Mr.  Erik  W.  Edeen,  R.P.S.,  Eagle  County  Health  Officer,  October,  1973. 
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Table  Mo.  D-l 


Estimated  Peak  Day  Population 
Residents  and  Visitors 
With  and  Without  the  Proposed  Action 


Beaver  Creek 


Ski  Area  Development 

Factors 

With 

Public  and 
Private  Lands 

Private 

Land 

Only 

Skier  Design  Capacity 

Average  Day 

Peak  Day 

7,500 

9,000 

2,500 

3,000 

Bed:  Skier  Ratio  (2:1)  Factor 

2 

2 

Visitors  Peak  Day 

18,000 

6,000 

Associated  Resident  Population 

5,240 

3,150 

Total  Peak  Day  Population 

23,240 

9,150 

Source:  Skier  design  capacities  are  from  Master  Plan  approved  by  Eagle 
County.  The  ratio  of  visitor  accommodations  (beds)  to  skier 
design  capacity  is  from  the  guidelines  contained  in  the  "Eagle 
County  Master  Plan,"  September,  1973,  p.  43. 
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E.  REQUIRED  SCHOOL  FACILITIES 
Situation 


The  major  problem  facing  the  local  school  district  Is  the  present 
overcrowding  of  facilities.  New  facilities  will  be  needed  to 
accommodate  an  additional  960  students  by  1995  even  If  the  Beaver 
Creek  Ski  Area  were  not  to  be  developed. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Enrollment  In  elementary 
and  secondary  schools  Is  estimated  to  Increase  by  1,500  by 
1995.  This  Is  540  more  than  If  no  ski  area  development  were 
to  occur.  (See  Table  No.  E-l.) 

Development  on  Public  and  Private  Lands.  This  Is  the  proposed 
action.  School  enrollment  will  Increase  by  2,500  by  1995. 

This  Is  1,000  more  students  (960  +  540  ■  1,500)  than  would 
be  realized  If  the  proposed  action  were  rejected  and  a  private- 
land  only  development  occurred.  (See  Table  No.  E-l.) 

Interpretation 

The  1973  enrollment  In  Eagle  County  schools  was  1,833.  The  proposed 
action  above  will  trigger  events  to  directly  cause  a  55  percent 
growth  over  a  twenty  year  period.  Whether  this  growth  creates 
adverse  or  beneficial  effects  Is  dependent  on  how  the  growth  Is 
managed  In  addition  to  the  growth  Itself. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  School  District  Re50J  has  recently  received 
the  resul  ts  of  "a  six-month  facilities  planning  stutty  and 
financial  plan.  This  report  Is  currently  undergoing  public 
review.  It  will  form  the  basis  for  a  District  Master  Plan. 
(This  study  was  financed  largely  by  major  developers.) 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated  Or  Minimized 

In  Its  analysis  of  the  Impact  on  the  school  district,  the  THK/ROMCOE 
Report  found  that  the  Beaver  Creek  resort  development  would  provide 
a  favorable  Impact  on  the  school  district,  financially,  at  full 
development.  However,  It  also  noted  that  there  would  probably  be 
a  deficit  period  In  the  early  years  (until  the  tax  base  "catches 
up"  with  the  population  growth)  unless  developers  deposit,  In 
escrow,  payments  as  credit  against  future  taxes. 
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Table  Mo.  E-1 

Estimated  School  Enrollment 
School  District  Re50J 
Eagle  County 


Beaver  Creek 


Ski  Area  Development 

With 

Public  and 
Private  Lands 

Private 
Land  Only 

None 

Employment  Estimates  in  1995 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 

Eagle  County 

3,588 

4,040 

2,265 

2,422 

1,550 

1,550 

Population  Estimates  in  1995 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 

Eagle  County 

8,542 

9,619 

5,394 

5,767 

3,690 

3,690 

School  Population,  Eagle  County 

260  children  per 

1,000  population  2,500 

1,500 

960 

Source:  Employment  estimates  are  from  Table  No.  2.  The  factor  for 
enrollment  per  thousand  is  the  Region  12  average,  as  cited 
in  Gerard  V.  Frank,  "Present  and  Future  Characteristics  of 
the  Student  Body,  School  District  RE50J,  A  Study  and 
Projection,"  published  by  Lyon,  Collins  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Denver, 
Undated,  (1974),  p.  19. 
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F.  ENERGY  CONSERVATION 
Situation 

The  formation  of  a  recreation  and  support  community  In  the  Avon 
Valley  will  cause  Increased  demands  to  be  made  on  the  production 
and  distribution  of  energy.  Even  without  development  of  the  ski 
area  on  public  or  private  lands,  natural  gas  consumption  Is 
expected  to  Increase  by  an  additional  980  million  cubic  feet. 
Electricity  would  be  expected  to  Increase  by  39  million  kilowatts 
under  the  same  assumption  (See  Table  No.  F-l).  The  uncertainties 
of  natural  gas  availability  have  caused  a  moratorium  on  new 
connections. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Natural  gas  consumption 
in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  will  be  Increased  by  1,211  million 
cubic  feet  per  year  and  electricity  consumption  would  be 
Increased  by  49  million  kilowatts  If  a  lesser  size  ski  area 
development  were  to  occur  (private  land  only).  (See  Exhibit 
No.  F-l.) 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  Natural  gas  con- 
sumptlon  In  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  would  be  Increased  by 
1,640  million  cubic  feet  per  year  and  electricity  consumption 
would  be  Increased  by  64  million  kilowatts  If  the  proposed 
action  (development  on  public  and  private  lands). 

Interpretation 

There  will  probably  be  a  trend  toward  the  use  of  electricity  for 
space  heating  In  Eagle  County.  Adequate  electric  power  will  be 
produced  by  the  two  380  megawatt  steam-turbine  generating  units— 
the  Yampa  Project  at  Craig,  Colorado— due  to  be  completed  In 
1978  and  1979.  The  construction  of  the  requisite  transmission 
facilities  to  the  Avon  area  Is  scheduled  to  be  completed  by  the 
end  of  1974  by  the  Holy  Cross  Electric  Association. 

Regardless  of  the  type  of  energy  used  for  the  winter  sports 
area  and  support  community.  Increased  efforts  should  be  made  In 
the  design  of  the  projects  to  utilize  energy  more  efficiently. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Suggested  Measures.  It  Is  reconmended  that  the  Eagle  County 
lannlng  Commission  and  the  newly  formed  Western  Colorado 
Home  Builders  Association  develop  standards  for  better  Insula¬ 
tion  of  housing  units  and  cownerclal  structures  to  conserve 
the  use  of  energy. 
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Table  No.  F-l 


Estimated  Gas  and  Electricity  Consumption 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 
Eagle  County,  Colorado 
1995 


[  llowatts 
lill  Ions) 


1,500 


1,000 


500 


0 


Electricity 


Cubic 

Feet 

(Mi  1 1  ions) 

Gas 


60 

40 


20 


0 


KEY 

BEAVER  CREEK 

SKI  AREA  DEVELOPMENT 

WITH  PUBLIC  AND 
PRIVATE  LAN0S 

PRIVATE  LAND 

ONLY 

NONE 

1 

Source:  The  THK/ROMCOE  Report.  Estimates  of  energy  requirements  for  . 
development  on  private  land  only  are  based  on  35  percent  of 
the  proposed  action  (public  and  private  lands). 
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G.  REDUCTION  IN  AIR  QUALITY 
Situation 

Currently,  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  air  Is  relatively  unpolluted. 

The  ROMCOE  Air  Quality  Study!/  projected  air  quality  based  on  an 
Increase  In  automotive  emissions.  Estimates  for  air  quality  for 
1995  were  within  the  limits  set  for  present  Federal  Air  quality 
standards,  even  with  the  assumption  of  no  air  circulation  and  no 
Increase  In  air  pollution  control  technology  for  automotive 
emissions.  Included  Tables  No.  G-l  and  G-2  summarize  the  Air 
Quality  Study. 

Estimates  have  been  made  of  the  anticipated  Increase  In  air  . 
pollution  attributable  to  vehicular  traffic  In  the  new  ski  area.^/ 
Standard  automotive  emission  factors  were  applied  to  traffic 
forecasts  for  two  sub-regions  near  the  proposed  ski  area— the 
Avon-Dowd  Junction  Region  to  the  East  and  the  Avon-Wolcott  Region 
to  the  West  (see  Exhibit  G-l).  Estimates  were  made  of  the  time 
required  to  exceed  Federal  air  quality  standards  In  1990,  as 
measured  In  hours. 

In  another  air  quality  study^/  In  Vail  In  December  1973,  results 
of  an  Infrared  analyzer  Indicated  that  pollution  from  automotive 
emissions  In  the  Gore  Valley  was  Inconsequential.  However,  the 
particulate  matter  from  wood-burning  fireplaces  was  considered 
to  be  at  harmful  levels  In  Vail  occasionally  during  the  winter. 


1/  Source:  THK/R0MC0E  REPORT 

2/  Based  on  study  by  Dr.  William  Marlatt,  Climatologist,  Colorado  State 
University 

3/  An  Air  Quality  Study  by  Dr.  Val  Velrs  of  Colorado  College,  Colorado 
Springs,  as  reported  In  "Impact  Statement,  The  Potato  Patch,  Vail, 
Colorado,"  a  report  by  the  John  Ryan  Company,  January,  1974,  p.  A-6. 
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Effects  of  Developing  Two  Winter  Sports  Areas 

Development  on  Private  Land  Only.  In  the  Avon-Dowd  Junction 
Region  Federal  air  quality  will  be  exceeded  In  69  percent  less 
time  In  1990  than  In  1973.  The  corresponding  number  for  the 
Avon-Wolcott  Region  Is  52  percent. 


Table  No.  6-1 

Estimated  Number  of  Hours 
for  Pollution  Levels  to  Exceed 
Federal  Air  Quality  Standards  Without  Development 


Projected  Without 

%  Reduction 

Pollutant 

Existing 

Development  (1990) 

In  hours 

Avon-Dowd  Junction 


HC 

17 

5 

NO* 

66 

21 

soi 

1101 

343 

cox 

105 

33 

Particulates 

Total 

529 

164 

Avon-Wolcott 

69% 

HC 

19 

9 

N0X 

51 

24 

SO* 

1260 

607 

CO* 

120 

58 

Particulates 

Total 

567 

272 

52% 

Source:  THK/R0MC0E  Report 
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Development  of  Public  and  Private  Lands.  In  the  Avon-Dowd 
Junction  Region  Federal  Air  Quality  will  be  exceeded  in  88 
percent  less  time  In  1990  than  In  1973  under  the  assumptions 
outlined.  The  corresponding  number  for  the  Avon-Wolcott 
Region  Is  78  percent. 


Table  No.  G-2 

Estimated  Number  of  Hours 
for  Pollution  Levels  to  Exceed 
Federal  Air  Quality  Standards  With  Development 


Pollutant 


Existing 


Projected  With 
Development 
1973  -  1990 


%  Reduction 
In  hours 
1973  -  1990 


HC 

Avon-Dowd  Junction 

17  4 

NO, 

66 

17 

so 

1101 

277 

C0X 

105 

26 

Particulates 

529 

133 

Total 

Avon-Wolcott 

HC 

19 

7 

NO 

51 

18 

SO? 

1260 

450 

CO 

120 

43 

Particulates 

567 

202 

Total 


88? 


78? 


Source:  THK/ROMCOE  Report 
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Interpretation 

The  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area  Is  planned  to  be  completed  by  1990.  It 
Is  likely  that  In  the  United  States,  we  will  have  honored  our  com¬ 
mitment  by  that  time  to  reduce  automotive  emissions  to  a  more 
acceptable  level.  Therefore,  If  the  Vail  experience  is  to  be  of  any 
value,  local  concern  should  be  concentrated  on  the  potential  pollu¬ 
tion  caused  by  wood-burning  f1replaces--not  automotive  emissions. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  estab¬ 
lished  standards  and  guidelines  for  achieving  and  maintaining  air 
quality.  The  Colorado  Air  Pollution  Control  Commission  has  both 
standards  and  police  authority  to  enforce  those  standards.  The 
Forest  Service  will  cooperate  with  the  Agency  In  achieving  Its 
objectives. 

Suggested  Measures.  It  Is  recommended  that  the  County  and  the 
major  developers  explore  ways  to  minimize  the  levels  of  air 
pollution  from  wood-burning  fireplaces.  (A  new  form  of  fireplace, 
a  different  fuel,  afterburners— are  currently  methods  being 
discussed  In  the  literature.)  At  least  some  form  of  limitation 
on  use  of  fireplaces  during  Inversion  periods  should  be  explored. 
Although  fireplaces  are  now  specifically  exempted  from  control 
by  Colorado  air  quality  regulations,  there  Is  strong  local 
concern  for  this  problem  and  It  seems  likely  that  a  suitable 
remedy  might  be  forthcoming. 

Mass  transit  (a  bus  system)  might  prove  quite  feasible  because 
of  the  development  pattern  In  the  Avon  Valley— major  concentrations 
of  resort  activities,  commercial  areas,  and  residential  housing. 

It  Is  too  soon  to  expect  any  meaningful  commitment  from  a 
potential  carrier  but  Vail  Associates  has  publicly  expressed  an 
Interest  In  a  mass  transit  system  for  this  area  (Vail  Associates 
is  a  joint  operator  with  the  Town  of  Vail  In  a  bus  system  In 
that  city). 


IV 


H.  WATER  SUPPLY  REQUIREMENT 
Situation 


There  Is  an  Insufficient  water  supply  In  Beaver  Creek  to  provide  for 
both  the  planned  ski  area  development  as  well  as  to  sustain  the  native 
fish  population.  The  minimum  flow  of  Beaver  Creek  Is  approximately 
two  cubic  feet  per  second. 

Effects  of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Domestic  water  requirements 
for  on-site  development  will  be  about  625  acre  feet/year  at 
full  development  (an  average  of  0.86  cubic  feet  per  second). 

Development  on  Public  and  Private  Lands.  This  Is  the  proposed 
action.  Domestic  water  requirements  for  on-site  development 
will  be  about  1,010  acre  feet/year  at  full  development— an 
average  of  1.4  cubic  feet  per  second.  (See  Table  No.  H-l.) 

Interpretation 

If  the  proposed  action  Is  approved.  It  would  appear  that  domestic 
water  requirements  will  exceed  the  availability  of  water  from  Beaver 
Creek.  The  developer  will  need  to  use  Its  other  water  sources 
eventually. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  Vail  Associates  and  the  U.S.  Geologic  Survey 
have  entered  Into  a  cooperative  agreement  to  procure  equipment 
and  monitor  stream  flow  In  Beaver  Creek  starting  In  1974. 

(See  Appendix  I)  The  data  will  be  used  to  determine  an  opti¬ 
mum  stream  flow  for  fisheries  In  conjunction  with  the  water 
measuring  transects  to  be  Installed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service 
and  the  Division  of  Wildlife.  Optimum  flows  will  be  determined 
by  September  1974.  The  Forest  Service  supports  the  States  B-l 
classification  of  Beaver  Creek  and  will  regulate  diversions  on 
National  Forest  lands  to  protect  the  Instream  and  other  values. 
Diversions  on  private  land  are  governed  by  State  law.  Vail 
Associates  has  made  a  commitment  to  maintain  enough  water  In 
Beaver  Creek  to  support  a  fishery. 

Suggested  Measures.  The  U.S.  Forest  Service  should  continue 
to  coordinate  activities  Involving  Eagle  County,  the  U.S. 

Geologic  Survey,  and  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife. 


-47- 


TV 


Table  No.  H-l 

Estimated  Water  Consumption 
Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 
at  Full  Development 


Annual  Water  Usage 
(Gal  Ions  of  Water) 


Number 

Per 

Unit 

Total 

Single  Fami ly/Uuplex  Units 

420 

164,000 

68,380,000 

Employee  Housing  Units 

600 

57,280 

34,368,000 

Condos,  Lodging  Units 

2,203 

60,540 

133,370,000 

Total  Units 

3,223 

236,618,000 

Commercial  Space, 

390,000  sq.  ft., 
equivalent  to  260  condo 
units  of  1,500  sq.  ft.  each 

260 

60,540 

15,744,000 

Golf  Course 

(Irrigation:  18"/yr.) 

Acres 

Gallons  per  acre/year 

Total 

157 

488,850 

76,749,000 

TOTAL 

329,111  ,000 

or  (1,010  Acre  Feet/year) 


Source:  Dwelling  unit  consumption  data  are  from  a  survey  by  the  Town 
of  Vail.  Development  data  are  from  the  Beaver  Creek  Master 
Plan  approved  by  Eagle  County. 
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I.  WATER  QUALITY  AND  SURFACE  RUNOFF 
Situation 

wirw?ent  p]attin9  o^.more  than  5,000  acres  In  the  immediate  area 
ncluding  and  surrounding  the  ski  area  will  increase  the  quantity  of 
mpermeable  surfaces.  The  additional  roofs,  roads  and  parking  lots 

rillt  W?t€T  a2d  chemicals*  some  of  which  will  flow  Into  Beaver 

£  6  ?lver‘  Incre?ses  in  sedimentation  will  occur 

w™l  luo  be Icilasld"9  “  assoc,ated  activities  end  water  yields 
Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

DeyeLopment  On  Private  Land  Only.  If  the  proposed  action  Is 
+ development  of  private  lands  would  probably 
achieve  about  two-thirds  of  the  effect  described  below.  y 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  Approximately  ten 
percent  or  "tb®  h,uu0  acres  have  impermeable  surfaces 
h5  2F  Cres  The  100-year  return  frequency  discharge  of 
^uMEa#l64.River  nearJthe  base  of  the  study  area  is  6,760 

the  Pm  secoJd  (c-f*s.).  Increases  In  runoff  from 

the  impermeable  surfaces  would  raise  this  to  6,768  3  c  f  s 

the3  ov®r  °ne  hundredth  of  a  one  percent  increase’in 

the  undeveloped  flow  of  the  Eagle  River.* 

strelroua1fitl!a5„b^r  !h0Kn  *2  l!ave  a  si9n1ficant  Impact  on 
stream  quality  In  the  towns  of  Aspen,  Vail  and  Snowmass. 

"Pollutants  from  urban  runoffs  are  similar  to 
those  found  in  ordinary  municipal  sewage.  However, 
quantities  vary  more  widely  with  time,  and  tend  to 
produce  shock  loadings  to  receiving  waters.  A 
typical  urban  storm  runoff  pollutant  load  from  0.1 

IhJl  in  onnnS  1  COuld  be  expected  to  contain  more 
than  10, OOO  times  as  much  settleable  and  suspended 

solids  in  an  hour  than  would  effluent  from  the 
secondary  sewage  plant  serving  the  same  urban  area. 

Mve  day  biological  oxygen  demand  would  be  about 
50  times,  collform  bacteria  nearly  900  times,  and 
phosphorous  180  times  as  much  as  that  contained  In 
secondary  sewage  effluent  from  the  same  urban  area 
during  the  same  runoff  period  of  an  hour  or  two." 


★ 


Based  on  an  Interview  with  Mr. 
KKBNA,  Denver,  July,  1974. 


Leroy  Tobler,  Professional 


Engineer, 


Roaring  Fork  River  Basin  Water  Quality  Management  Plan,  March,  1974. 
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Runoff  from  timber  removal  on  ski  trails  would  be  Increased 
three  to  five  surface  inches.  However,  because  of  the 
limited  area  cleared,  the  change  in  water  flow  will  be 
insignificant. 

Interpretation 

Increases  In  late  summer  stream  flow  from  tree  removal  will  be  in¬ 
significant.  Degradation  of  water  quality  through  sedimentation 
from  ski  trails  and  urban  runoff  could  be  significant  If  proper 
constraints  are  not  enacted  to  maintain  State  Water  Quality  Stan¬ 
dards  . 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  All  development  activities  must  meet  the 
Water  Quality  Standards  for  Colorado.  Point  discharges, 
l.e.,  from  sewage  treatment  plants  and  settling  ponds  for 
urban  runoff,  Into  the  nation's  waters,  will  require  a 
permit  Issued  by  E.P.A.  under  PL  92-500.  Penalties  for 
violating  the  law  range  from  a  minimum  of  $2,500  to  a 
maximum  of  $25,000  per  day  and  up  to  one  year  in  prison 
for  the  first  offense. 

Off-site,  the  County  Sanitarian  has  already  required  the  use 
of  recognized  procedures  to  minimize  the  harmful  effects  of 
chemicals  (automotive  oils,  etc.)  and  suspended  sol  ^--reten¬ 
tion  ponds,  filters,  etc.  Measures  on  the  National  Forest 
Include  the  following  plans: 

.  Locate  utility  corridors  and  roads  well  away  from 
streams  and  minimize  stream  crossings. 

.  Maintain  sufficient  streamslde  vegetation  to 
effectively  serve  as  sedlmemt  filters. 

.  Use  catch  basins,  settling  ponds,  and  sediment 
traps  In  connection  with  drainage  systems. 

.  Minimize  disturbance  of  ground  cover. 

.  Reseed,  mulch  and  fertilize  disturbed  areas 
within  ten  days. 

.  Design  drainage  to  accommodate  Increased  runoff 
from  roads,  buildings,  parking  lots,  etc. 

Vail  Associates,  In  response  to  comments  by  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife,  has  agreed  to  support  monitoring  of 
suspended  and  dissolved  solids  as  an  extension  of  earlier 
ROMCOE  work  which  provided  baseline  data  on  Beaver  Creek. 
"Monitoring  will  continue  through  the  life  of  the  project 
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to  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  construction  and  operations 
management,  and  to  quantify  any  stream  quality  degradation 
which  may  occur."* 

In  conjunction  with  the  baseline  monitoring  program  a  Water 
Quality  Plan  will  be  required  during  the  construction  phase 
on  National  Forest  land  to  determine  If  State  Standards  are 
being  met.  The  Water  Quality  Plan  will  also  require  a 
contingency  plan  outlining  corrective  measures  to  be  taken 
If  the  standards  are  exceeded  such  as,  during  the  construction 
of  bridges.  Installation  of  culverts,  etc. 

Suggested  Measures 

Eagle  County  should  periodically  review  the  results  of  this 
stream  monitoring  system  for  Beaver  Creek.  Also  it  should 
analyze  the  potential  necessity  for  secondary  treatment  of 
urban  runoff. 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated  or  Minimized 

During  construction  of  bridges  and  Installation  of  culverts, 
the  State  standards  for  turbidity  will  not  be  met. 


Letter  to  the  Department  of  National  Resources,  Division  of  Wildlife 
from  David  E.  Mott,  Project  Manager,  Beaver  Creek,  Vail  Associates, 
February  18,  1974. 
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J.  WATER  QUALITY  AND  SEWAGE  TREATMENT 
Situation 

The  proposed  winter  sports  area  and  the  several  nearby  major  de¬ 
velopments  are  all  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley 
Sanitation  District.  The  discharge  of  treated  sewage  Into  the 
Eagle  River  could  degrade  the  quality  of  water.  Presently,  the 
plant  can  process  1.0  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd),  and  the  average 
sewage  flow  was  about  0.6  mgd  In  1973. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Development  of  a  lesser  size 
ski  area  would  achieve  about  35  percent  of  the  full  development, 
requiring  a  plant  capacity  of  at  least  0.9  million  gallons  per  day. 

Development  On  Public  and  Private  Lands.  This  is  the  proposed 
action.  It  would  Increase  the  treatment  processing  required  to 
1.4  million  gallons  per  day. 


Exhibit  No.  J-l 


Service  Area 

Upper  Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  District 
1974 
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All  projected  increases  in  sewage  will  be  accommodated  by  the 
proposed  expansion  In  treatment  facilities. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  The  Upper  Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  District 
has  a  ten-year  service  plan.  This  engineering-financial  plan 
has  been  designed  to  meet  State  and  Federal  standards.  Major 
steps  Include: 


.  Capacity  expansion  to  2.0  mgd  by  1975. 

.  Tertiary  treatment  by  1978. 

.  Capacity  expansion  to  3.0  by  1983. 

The  Initial  plan  has  been  approved  by  the  Colorado  Department 
of  Health.  The  plan  has  been  approved  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
(see  Appendix  I.) 


Table  No.  J-l 


Estimated  Sewage  Treatment 
Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 
at  Full  Development 


Source 

Annually 

Millions 

Daily 

Average 

of  Gallons 

Daily  Average 

Peak  Month 

Single  Fami ly/L)uplex  Units 

51.7 

.142 

.241 

Employee  Housing  Units 

25.8 

.071 

.120 

Condos,  Lodging  Units 

100.0 

.274 

.467 

Commercial 

11.8 

j_9.32 

.055 

189.3 

.519 

.883 

Source:  Sewage  treatment  in  the  Town  of  Vail  represents  75  percent  of 
the  metered  Water  Consumption.  The  estimate  of  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  required  uses  that  proportion  and  the  annual  water 
estimates  developed  in  Table  No.  H-l .  The  peak  month  for 
sewage  treatment  (June)  has  been  calculated  at  14  percent  of 
the  annual  total,  reflecting  the  Vail  experience. 
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K.  SOIL  EROSION 
Situation 

A  substantial  part  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  has  a  high 
risk  potential  for  soil  erosion  If  developed.  This  Is  particularly 
true  In  the  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit.  Soil  will  be  disturbed 
and  subject  to  erosion  forces  during  construction  of  roads,  ski  lifts 
and  trails,  and  the  resort  community  Itself. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Development  of  a  private 
ski  area  would  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  2,200  acres  on 
private  land  (801  acres)  (See  Table  No.  K-l). 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  Development  would 
affect  about  )6  percent  of  the  3,000  acres  of  public  lands 
(490  acres)  and  36  percent  of  the  2,200  acres  of  private  lands 
(801  acres).  (See  Table  No.  K-l.) 

Interpretation 

It  Is  not  unusual  in  mountain  construction  to  work  with  potential 
erosion  hazards.  Sufficient  site  analysis  has  been  performed  to 
conclude  that  there  are  no  erosion  hazards  beyond  control  If  sound 
planning  and  engineering  practices  are  followed. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  To  avoid  and  mitigate  the  effects  of  any 
soil  disturbance,  vegetative  removal  will  be  held  to  a 
minimum  and  protective  drainage  will  be  engineered  for  areas 
where  vegetation  must  be  temporarily  or  permanently  removed. 
Vegetative  restoration  will  be  done  according  to  techniques 
proven  successful  at  areas  such  as  the  Vail  Ski  Area  (See 
Appendix  E). 

On  the  National  Forest,  work  Involving  large  amounts  of  soil 
disturbance  will  not  be  permitted  after  August  20  each  year 
and  revegetation  activities  will  be  completed  within  ten  days 
of  any  soil  disturbance. 

The  "Special  Use  Permit"  for  a  winter  sports  area  prescribes 
detailed  practices  to  be  followed  In  each  year  of  development 
to  minimize  harmful  effects. 

Suggested  Measures.  In  the  recently  adopted  Eagle  County  Master 
Plan,'  all  major  developments  are  required  to  prepare  an 
environmental  Impact  statement.  One  of  the  major  sections 
required  In  the  Impact  statement  Is  an  analysis  of  potential 
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erosion  hazards.  It  Is  recomnended  that  the  County  require 
developers  to  submit  revegetation  plans  where  significant 
hazards  exist  to  minimize  erosion  problems.  The  County  can 
exercise  control  over  this  process  through  Its  subdivision 
regulations  and  through  use  of  conditional  approval  In  the 
platting  process. 


Table  No.  K-l 

Land  Use  Plan 
For  Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 
By  Ownership 


Land  Ownership 


Acreage  Percent 


Private  Land 

Lodging,  commercial. 

and  residential!/ 

444 

20 

Developed  Recreation 

Skiing 

200 

9 

Golf 

157 

7 

Remaining  in  natural 

state  (undeveloped) 

1,339 

64 

Total  2,190  100 


Public  Land 

Developed  recreation 

Skiing 

480 

16 

Other 

10 

0.3 

Remaining  in  natural  state  (undeveloped) 

2,510 

83.7 

Total 

3,000 

100.0 

\J Includes  roads,  parking,  and  open  space  within 

the  development  areas, 

Source:  Land  use  allocations  are  from  the  Beaver  Creek  Master  Plan. 
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L.  REDUCTION  IN  SCENIC  VALUES 
Situation 

A  "Sensitivity  Level"  is  a  measure  of  people's  concern  for  scenic 
quality.  Interstate  70  Is  a  travel  route  of  National  importance  and 
accommodates  a  high-use  volume.  The  immediate  area  viewed  by  an 
Interstate  traveler  is  considered  highly  sensitive.  (See  HIGH  IMPACT 
AREA  ON  VISUAL  MANAGEMENT  MAP.)*  This  Immediate  area  has  been 
Identified  generally  as  the  valley  floor  and  adjacent  steep  back¬ 
ground  area.  The  valley  floor  Is  entirely  patented  land  and  the 
background  area  Is  of  mixed  ownership  Including  patented,  public 
domain  and  state-owned. 

As  the  Winter  Sports  Site  proposal  for  Beaver  Creek  would  also  be 
a  sensitive  area,  a  scenic  analysis  of  the  visual  impacts  of  the 
alternative  development  schemes  has  also  been  made.** 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Development  proposals  have 
been  approved  for  more  than  half  of  the  private  land  from  Dowd 
Junction  to  Edwards;  strong  modification  of  the  valley  floor  Is 
Inevitable.  In  these  areas,  future  development  will  dominate 
the  meadows  that  previously  formed  the  natural  landscape.  The 
valley  walls  that  form  the  backdrop  to  this  setting  are  generally 
too  steep  and  unstable  for  development  and  their  visual  qualities 
will  be  preserved.  Development  of  two  ski  areas  entirely  on 
private  land  will  result  In  modification  of  the  scenery  on  approx 
Imately  a  three-mile  section  of  the  lower  mountain  backdrop  from 
Beaver  Creek  to  McCoy  Creek. 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  The  most  significant 
effect  of  the  proposed  action  on  scenic  quality  would  be  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  clearings  for  ski  lifts  and  trails  onto  the  higher 
public  lands  In  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage.  However,  this  would 
be  an  area  of  only  moderate  sensitivity  as  viewed  from  the  1-70 
corridor  because  of  Its  distance;  and  brief  time  of  exposure  to 
Interstate  travelers. 

Interpretation 

In  terms  of  National  Importance,  viewing  duration  and  high  use 
volume,  the  Eagle  River  valley  bottom  Is  the  most  sensitive  area 
of  scenic  quality.  Private  land  developments  planned,  approved, 
and  In  some  cases  under  construction  will  be  the  most  significant 
factor  affecting  visual  quality. 


*  Landscape  Evaluation  by  U.S.  Forest  Servl ce— Meadow  Mountain  Analysis. 

**  Scenic  Resources  Inventory  and  Impact  Eval uatlon— ROMCOE  Study,  1972-1974. 
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The  most  significant  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on  visual  qual- 
1ty  will  be  the  extension  of  ski  lifts  and  trails  onto  public  lands 
in  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage. 

Mitigating  Actions 

f>rvinfd  Measures.  Ski  facilities  on  the  National  Forests 
will  be  designed  to  harmonize  with  the  natural  landscape 
pattern  using  the  principles  and  processes  presented  In 
National  Forest  Landscape  Management-Volumes  I  and  II,*and 
the  recommendations  expressed  In  the  ROMCOE  REPORT.** 

Qualified  landscape  architects  will  be  used  to  help  evaluate 
subsequent  project  proposals  to  maintain  or  enhance  visual 
quality. 

All  Federal  air  and  water  quality  standards  will  be  met. 

Suggested  Measures.  Eagle  County  should  retain  a  qualified 
landscape  architect  to  help  evaluate  plans,  guide  development 
proposals  and  monitor  architectural  codes. 

The  four  major  developers— Vail  Associates,  Eagle-Vall, 
Arrowhead  and  Benchmark— should  continue  their  cooperative 
endeavors  In  architectural  controls. 


*  Landscape  Evaluation  by  U.S.  Forest  Service -Meadow  Mountain  Analysis. 

**  Scenic  Resources  Inventory  and  Impact  Evaluation— ROMCOE  Study,  1972-1974. 
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Exhibit  No.  L-l 
Scenic  Values 

By  Degree  Of  Visual  Impact 
From  The  Eagle  River  Valley 
Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit 
Eagle  County,  Colorado 
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WILDERNESS  SUITABILITY 
Situation 


IV 


This  analysis  addressed  16,250  acres  of  the  104,000  acre  Holy 
Cross  Roadless  Area.  Roadless  management  Is  recommended  to 
continue  on  7,250  acres.  The  remaining  9,000  acres  Is  proposed 
for  management  emphasizing  values  other  than  backcountry. 

Effects  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  Without  the  proposed 
action  there  would  be  no  change  In  the  boundary  of  the  Holy 
Cross  Roadless  Area. 

Additional  use  of  the  roadless  area  would  result  from  pro¬ 
jected  Increases  In  the  local  population. 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  The  acreage  of  the 
Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  would  be  reduced  from  103,000  acres 
to  94,000. 

Interpretation 

The  proposed  action  would  alter  the  Size  Index,  a  measure  of 
wilderness  quality,  from  60  to  57.  The  Quality  Index  or  the 
Cost  Effectiveness  Index,  two  measures  for  evaluating  wilderness 
quality,  would  not  be  substantially  altered  by  the  removal  of 
the  9,000  acres  (See  Appendix  C  for  calculations). 

Mitigating  Action 

Planned  Measures.  The  future  of  the  remaining  94,000  acre 
Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  Is  being  considered  In  the  Upper 
Eagle  Land  Use  analysis  currently  being  made  by  District 
Ranger  at  Mlnturn,  Colorado. 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated  Or  Minimized 

The  loss  of  apparent  wilderness  suitability  on  9,000  acres  to  be 
removed  from  the  Roadless  Area  and  managed  for  other  than  back- 
country  values  can  be  considered  Irreversible. 
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N.  WILDLIFE  LOSS 
Situation 


The  only  threatened  species  known  In  the  Unit  are  the  Pine 
Marten  and  a  pair  of  Prairie  Falcons  (considered  threatened) 
that  currently  nest  on  cliffs  at  the  mouth  of  Beaver  Creek. 

About  300  head  of  elk  summer  In  the  Unit.  Usually  about  half  of 
the  herd  winters  In  the  small,  scattered  Aspen/brush  areas  along 
the  lower,  north-facing  slopes.  About  80  percent  of  the  critical 
elk  winter  range  Is  on  private  land. 

The  south-facing  slopes  to  the  north  of  Interstate  70  are  used  by 
deer  for  winter  range.  Most  of  this  range  Is  also  private  land. 
Although  outside  the  Unit  this  range  will  be  affected  by  activities 
within  the  Unit. 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only.  The  Prairie  Falcons  are 
sensitive  to  human  activity  and  are  expected  to  disappear. 

Since  about  half  of  the  critical  elk  winter  range  Is  on 
private  land,  the  use  of  this  and  adjacent  lands  will  affect 
the  future  of  the  elk.  The  elk  generally  use  the  steeper, 
less  stable  hillsides  that  are  largely  unsuited  for  develop¬ 
ment.  However,  the  wintering  areas  are  small  and  the  proxi¬ 
mity  to  developed  lands  will  make  some  of  the  areas  undesir¬ 
able  for  elk. 

It  Is  anticipated  that  about  half  of  the  present  habitat 
will  become  unsuitable  for  winter  range  and  that  about  half 
of  the  150  wintering  animals  will  disappear. 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  This  Is  the  proposed 
action.  The  future  of  the  elk  herd  Is  directly  related  to  the 
use  permitted  on  the  critical  winter  range.  Designation  of  a 
winter  sports  site  confined  to  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage  would 
have  two  principal  effects: 

1.  It  would  tend  to  focus  development  activity  In  the 
Beaver  Creek  Area— away  from  the  winter  ranges  In 
the  Grouse  Mountain  Management  Unit. 

2.  It  would  tend  to  double  total  development  In  the 
area— as  compared  to  development  on  private  lands 
only. 

Interpretation.  No  change  Is  expected  In  the  Pine  Marten  population. 
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Effect  on  critical  wildlife  habitat  would  be  about  the  same 
with  or  without  the  proposed  action.  The  loss  of  suitable  winter 
habitat  to  support  70-80  elk  Is  expected.  It  should  be  noted 
that  these  elk  are  part  of  a  herd  on  the  White  River  National 
Forest  that  Increased  from  17,500  to  22,950  animals  In  1973. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  Through  cooperation  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  private  landowners,  and  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  over  1,000  acres  of  elk  winter  range 
will  be  established  In  the  Stone  Creek-Beaver  Creek  area  as 
a  Special  Management  Unit  for  winter  use  by  elk.  (See 
Appendix  I  for  Letters  of  Intent.) 

The  Forest  Service  will  cooperate  with  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  and  Eagle  County  In  designating 
critical  wildlife  areas  as  Areas  of  State  Interest,  as 
provided  for  In  the  State  Land  Use  Act. 

The  Forest  Service  will  help  maintain  corridors  for  seasonal 
migration  routes  to  allow  access  to  and  from  winter  range. 

Eagle  County  has  recently  enacted  a  dog  leash  law  and  appro¬ 
priated  funds  for  Its  enforcement. 

Vail  Associates  has  made  a  comnltment  In  the  conditions  to 
Its  preliminary  plat  to  have  no  dogs  unless  the  leash  law 
proves  effective. 

Effects  Which  Will  Not  Be  Avoided,  Mitigated  or  Minimized 

The  loss  of  winter  range  suitability  through  both  direct  and 

Indirect  effects  will  probably  result  In  a  reduction  of  about  75 
head  of  elk. 
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0.  LOWERING  THE  QUALITY  OF  LIFE 
Situation 

There  Is  no  universal  definition  of  "Quality  of  Life,"  and  a 
lot  depends  on  one's  position.  But  for  purposes  of  this  report. 
It  Is  assumed  that  the  existing  character  of  the  Avon  area  Is 
something  worthwhile.  The  potential  adverse  effects  are  typi¬ 
cally  associated  with  the  change  from  a  somewhat  rural  character 
to  a  more  urban- type  setting.  This  Is  manifested  by  such  con¬ 
ditions  as  Increased  population,  congestion,  additional  govern¬ 
ment  control.  Increased  cost  of  living,  changes  In  both  living 
habits  and  employment  opportunities. 

Growth  In  population  has  been  used  as  a  crude  Index  In  this 
section  of  the  report  to  measure  changes  In  the  quality  of  life. 
(See  Exhibit  No.  0-1.) 

Effects  Of  Developing  A  Winter  Sports  Area 

Development  On  Private  Land  Only*  If  a  lesser  size  ski 
area  were  developed,  the  combined  population  of  permanent 
and  winter  visitors  In  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  would  reach 
about  20,000  by  or  before  1995. 

Development  On  Public  And  Private  Lands.  If  a  ski  area 
were  on  both  public  and  private  lands,  the  combined  popu¬ 
lation  of  permanent  and  winter  visitors  In  the  Upper  Eagle 
Valley  would  reach  20,000  by  1985— about  ten  years  sooner 
(See  Exhibit  No.  0-1). 

Interpretation 

Exhibit  No.  0-1  portrays  alternative  growth  rates  for  population 
developed  In  the  THK/ROMCOE  Report.  The  proposed  action  will 
accelerate  the  rate  of  growth  by  approximately  ten  years  In  this 
example.  In  other  words,  the  same  population  will  be  reached  by 
1985  rather  than  1995. 

The  solution  to  minimizing  the  adverse  effects  of  too  rapid  a 
development  Is  not  to  attempt  to  preserve  one  group's  rural 
setting  by  denying  that  same  experience  to  outsiders,  but  rather 
to  direct  the  quantity  and  quality  of  the  new  growth  to  preserve 
and  enhance  the  existing  characteristics  of  the  area  as  much  as 
possible. 

Mitigating  Actions 

Planned  Measures.  There  are  three  potential  ski  area  sites 
In  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  The  Forest  Service 
has  recommended  that  only  one  be  developed  at  this  time  to 
minimize  the  adverse  effects  of  too  rapid  a  transition 
toward  urbanization. 
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With  the  help  of  Eagle  County  the  Forest  Service  plans  to 
formulate  a  development  schedule  to  regulate  the  rate  of 
construction  of  skiing  facilities. 

Suggested  Measures.  It  is  recommended  that  the  Eagle  County 
Planning  Commission  vigorously  pursue  the  objectives  defined 
In  its  Master  Plan,  utilizing  some  of  the  newly  acquired 
tools  provided  counties  under  the  Land  Use  Control  Act 
(commonly  referred  to  as  House  Bill  #1041). 

The  Forest  Service  can  provide  a  gross  control  on  the  rate 
of  growth  by  limiting  the  number  of  ski  areas  under  develop¬ 
ment  at  one  time.  The  County,  through  Its  subdivision 
regulations,  building  codes  and  other  mechanisms,  can  work 
to  control  the  rate  and  quality  of  the  resultant  development. 
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Population 


Source : 


Exhibit  No.  0-1 

Permanent  and  Winter  Visitor  Population  Estiamtes 
Upper  Eagle  Valley 
Eagle  County 


The  THK/ROMCOE  Report. 
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V-  .R£.4.ATI0NSHIP  BETWEEN  SHORT-TERM  USES  OF  MAN'S  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE 

LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY  - - - — - - 


The  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  June  12,  1960,  states  that 
the  National  Forests  are  established  and  shall  be  administered  for 
outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber,  watershed,  and  wildlife  and  fish 
purposes.  The  various  renewable  surface  resources  shall  be  managed 
without  impairment  of  the  productivity  of  the  land. 

The  major  purpose  of  planning  for  the  National  Forests  is  to  deter¬ 
mine  and  initiate  proper  uses  and  activities  that  would  allow  the 
renewable  resources  to  be  used  in  perpetuity  and  to  allow  for  wise 
use  of  the  nonrenewable  resources. 

Special  areas  such  as  winter  sports  sites  and  key  wildlife  habitat 
also  require  modification  or  elimination  of  some  resource  use  or 
activity.  These  special  areas,  however,  are  essential  for  realizing 
the  full  spectrum  of  benefits  available  to  the  productive  use  of 
the  natural  resources. 

The  management  direction  proposed  would  not  impair  the  long-term 
productivity  of  the  environment  on  the  National  Forest.  Environ¬ 
mental  safeguards  would  be  built  into  the  planning  and  execution 
of  any  project  prior  to  authorization  in  accord  with  existing  aqency 
requirements. 

The  7,250  acre  area  proposed  for  management  as  a  part  of  the  Holy 
Cross  roadless  area  will  remain  essentially  unchanged.  The  resort 
development  in  the  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  will  conmit  it  to 
long-term  developed  recreation.  However,  other  uses  and  activities 
that  are  compatible  will  be  allowed. 

The  Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  Management  Units  would  continue  to  have 
essentially  the  same  management  direction  as  in  the  past.  Although 
a  permanent  road  system  may  be  developed  to  help  realize  management 
objectives,  it  would  be  done  in  a  way  that  protects  the  potential 
of  the  area  for  developed  skiing. 

For  those  lands  outside  the  National  Forest,  long-term  agricultural 
productivity  would  be  lost  in  the  development  of  an  urban  community. 
This  transformation  of  private  land  from  a  rural  state  to  a  developed 
state  has  already  started  and  is  likely  to  continue  regardless  of 
the  use  of  the  surrounding  National  Forest  land.  It  is  an  eventual¬ 
ity  to  be  controlled  by  the  people  of  Eagle  County  through  their 
Master  Planning  process  and  application  of  House  Bill  #1041. 
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v 1 •  IRREVERSIBLE  and  irretrievable  commitment  of  resources 

The  proposed  management  direction  will  permit  certain  activities 
that  will  eventually  reduce  the  acreage  within  portions  of  the 
McCoy,  Grouse  Creek  and  Beaver  Creek  Management  Units  that  are 
suitable  for  Wilderness.  In  contrast,  7,250  acres  of  the  Holy 
Cross  Koadless  Area,  now  lying  in  the  Holy  Cross .Management  Unit, 
will  continue  to  be  managed  to  emphasize  backcountry  uses  in  a 
natural  environment  without  a  permanent  road  system. 

Due  to  the  large  investment  proposed  in  Beaver  Creek,  the  Unit 
will  be  comnitted  to  high-density  recreation.  This  use  can  be 
considered  irreversible. 

For  those  lands  outside  of  the  National  Forest,  agricultural 
productivity  will  be  lost  as  the  lands  convert  to  urban-type  uses. 
This  is  occurring  now  and  will  continue  to  occur  irrespective  of 
the  proposed  action. 

Fifty  percent  (50%)  of  the  suitable  elk  habitat  is  on  private 
land  that  is  directly  related  to  the  proposed  development.  Sub¬ 
stantial  land  development  Is  expected  to  occur  irrespective  of 
the  proposed  action.  With  the  level  of  mitigation  proposed,  loss 
of  habitat  that  would  support  75  head  of  elk  is  expected  to  occur 
and  is  considered  irretrievable. 

The  loss  of  two  prairie  falcons,  considered  a  threatened  species, 
is  expected  as  a  result  of  increased  human  activity  and  is  con¬ 
sidered  irretrievable. 
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VII.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

Five  basic  alternatives  were  identified  through  the  environmental 
analysis  and  public  involvement  processes. 

The  analysis  and  evaluation  of  alternatives  considered  expressions 
of  public  needs  and  desires.  County  objectives,  and  concerns  of  the 
various  communities  together  with  a  comparison  of  resource  avail¬ 
ability,  land  capability,  and  environmental  impacts  (Section  I.  C.). 
The  significant  alternatives  considered  were: 

A.  Maximize  Winter  Sports  Development 

1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  emphasize  the  key  value  of  winter 
sports  development  of  all  suitable  areas  within  the  Planning 
Unit.  Total  skier  capacity  would  be  about  20  thousand 
skiers  per  day.  Developments  would  include  construction 
of  roads,  ski  lifts,  ski  trails,  restaurants,  and  other 
facilities  normally  associated  with  a  winter  sports  resort. 
In  the  southern  portion  of  the  Unit,  7,250  acres  would 
be  managed  without  roads. 

2.  Benefits 

Under  this  option  the  following  levels  of  products  and 
services  could  be  produced: 

a.  Skier  capacity  for  20,000  skiers  per  day. 

b.  53  acres  available  for  developed  recreation  sites. 

c.  7,250  acres  suitable  for  back-country  type  recreation. 

d.  147,000  board  feet  of  timber  annual  allowable  harvest. 

e.  Forage  available  for  1,920  sheep  months. 

f.  Winter  range  for  approximately  20-30  elk  and  less  than 
50  deer. 

Maximum  developed  recreation  opportunities  and  corresponding 
economic  growth  would  be  encouraged. 

3.  Reasons  for  Non-Selection 
CvuIaoIa  on  Uae 

Intensive  development  adjacent  to  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless 
Area  would  improve  access  and  the  potential  for  heavy  use 
would  be  greatly  increased.  Immediate  controls  on  use 
would  likely  be  necessary. 
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Lo6A  blk  Habitat 

txtenslve  peripheral  growth  would  occur  in  and  adjacent  to 
winter  range  critical  to  the  existing  resident  elk  herd. 
Roads  and  skiing  corridors  would  restrict  game  movements. 
Conflicts  between  development  activities  and  elk  would 
displace  nearly  all  of  the  wintering  animals  (about  150 
elk)  from  the  Unit. 

Co6l  o Living  Imbalance. 

This  alternative  would  accelerate  the  growth  rate,  in¬ 
crease  the  general  cost  of  living  and  real  estate  values. 
Residents  in  the  low  to  moderate  income  range  would 
suffer  a  lag  in  income  increases. 

Lot 6  0((  Olveulty 

A  single-use  economy  based  solely  on  recreation  would  be 
encouraged  even  more  than  in  the  proposed  action.  Many 
future  land  use  options  would  be  foregone.  This  means 
the  flexibility  to  respond  to  changes  in  the  future  needs 
of  society  would  be  restricted. 

OulAt/Upijlng  Government  Services 

The  rate  of  growth  would  be  strongly  accelerated  through¬ 
out  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  and  demands  on  the  services  of 
County  and  local  governments  would  strain  their  ability 
to  respond  in  a  timely  manner. 

Unwelcome  Change  In  Li^estylei 

Resort  development  would  occur  in  and  around  Minturn. 

As  a  result,  the  actual  location  of  roads,  stores,  services, 
and  community  buildings  would  largely  be  determined  by 
people  using  the  resort  rather  than  by  the  long-time 
residents.  It  would  become  increasingly  difficult  for 
the  people  of  Minturn  to  purchase  and/or  maintain  homes 
in  the  midst  of  a  thriving  recreation  center.  The  cultural 
pattern  of  the  minority  population  would  be  subordinated 
and  perhaps  lost.  This  could  induce  disruption  of  the 
family  and  self-help  systems  of  the  Spanish-American 
residents.  Emphasis  for  community  dollars  could  become 
more  concentrated  on  resort  needs  and  less  on  residential- 
community  needs. 
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B.  Continue  Present  Management 

1.  description 

Under  this  alternative,  the  entire  Unit  would  be  managed 
for  the  key  values  of  dispersed  recreation,  scenic  quality 
and  wildlife.  Other  resource  uses  and  activities  that 
are  compatible  with  the  key  values  could  occur.  They 
might  include  timber  management  activities,  range  improve¬ 
ments,  and  primitive  recreation  facilities.  These  uses 
and  activities  would  take  place  as  needs  became  evident. 

Because  of  incompatibility  with  the  key  values,  no  winter 
sports  site  designation  and  development  would  be  permitted. 

2.  Benefits 

Under  this  alternative  the  following  products  and  services 
would  be  available: 

a.  16,250  acres  suitable  for  back-country  type  recreation. 

b.  113  thousand  board  feet  of  timber  annual  allowable 
harvest. 

c.  Forage  available  for  1,942  sheep  months  and  833  cow 
months . 

d.  Winter  range  for  approximately  75  elk  and  150  deer. 

The  present  back-country  character  will  be  maintained  and 
maximum  dispersed  recreation  opportunities  would  be  avail¬ 
able. 

Access  to  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  would  not  be  im¬ 
proved.  This  keeps  the  area  relatively  inaccessible,  a 
major  factor  in  controlling  visitor  use  under  back-country 
management. 

Maximum  options  for  future  management  would  remain  avail¬ 
able. 

3.  Reasons  for  Non-Selection 
La*  of  Elk 

If  a  quality  ski  area  site  such  as  Beaver  Creek  is  un¬ 
available  for  development,  it  is  likely  that  one  or  more 
of  the  less  desirable  sites  on  private  land  in  the  vicinity 
would  be  developed. 
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Such  development  could  take  place  without  the  benefit  of 
coordination  with  plans  for  the  National  Forest.  The  re¬ 
sult  could  be  a  serious  disruption  of  elk  winter  range  and 
loss  of  the  affected  animals. 

f’oo-'ie'i  Sitting 

Although  it  is  possible  to  develop  skiing  on  private  land 
within  the  Unit,  the  elevation  and  terrain  is  much  less 
suitable  than  on  the  National  Forest  and  lower  quality 
skiing  would  result. 

Unwelcome  Change  in  Li^ettijlei, 

Private  land  adjacent  to  Minturn  would  very  likely  be 
developed  as  a  ski  area  and  resort.  The  traditional 
lifestyles  of  this  community  would  be  threatened  both 
physically  and  socially. 

L .  Propose  Grouse  Creek  for  Winter  Sports  Site  Designation 

1.  Description 

This  alternative  would  emphasize  the  key  value  of  inten¬ 
sive  recreation  and  designate  winter  sports  sites  in  both 
Grouse  Creek  and  Meadow  Mountain  portions;  thus,  paving 
tne  way  for  their  eventual  development.  In  the  southern 
portion  of  the  unit,  7,250  acres  would  be  managed  without 
roads.  The  McCoy  and  Beaver  Creek  Management  Units  would 
be  managed  for  the  key  values  of  dispersed  recreation, 
wildlife,  and  scenic  quality. 

2.  Benefits 

Under  this  alternative  the  following  benefits  are  avail¬ 
able: 

a.  Skier  capacity  for  14,500  skiers  per  day. 

b.  9U  acres  available  for  developed  recreation  sites. 

c.  200  MBF  of  timber  annual  allowable  harvest. 

d.  Forage  available  for  1,942  sheep  months  and  297  cow 
months. 

e.  Winter  range  for  approximately  100  elk  and  50  deer. 

This  alternative  provides  a  relatively  large  amount  of 
recreation  opportunities  while  maintaining  some  big  game 
nabi tat. 
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3.  Reasons  for  Non-Selection 

Unwelcome  Change  -in  LifreUylei, 

Resort  development  adjacent  to  Minturn  would  pose  an  im¬ 
mediate  threat  to  the  integrity  of  this  community.  Rapid 
increase  in  real  estate  values,  influx  of  large  numbers 
of  strangers,  pressures  on  residents  to  sell  their  property, 
greatly  Increased  traffic,  and  congestion  would  tend  to 
disorient  traditional  community  life.  As  a  result,  the 
cultural  life  pattern  of  the  minority  population  would 
be  altered  and  they  would  seek  other  homes.  Such  changes 
may  occur  eventually  in  the  long  term;  this  alternative, 
though,  would  greatly  accelerate  it. 

u .  Further  Evaluation  as  Wilderness 

1.  description 

This  alternative  chooses  the  wilderness  potential  as  a 
key  value.  All  suitable  portions  of  the  Unit  would  be 
managed  to  protect  their  wilderness  characteristics. 

No  development  activities  would  be  permitted  pending 
further  evaluation. 

2.  Benefits 

This  is  a  temporal  designation  pending  study  for  wilder¬ 
ness.  Resource  allocations  would  be  dependent  upon  the 
outcome  of  the  Wilderness  study. 

Benefits  available  would  be: 

a.  16,250  acres  available  for  back-country  type  recrea¬ 
tion. 

b.  Forage  available  for  1,942  sheep  months  and  833  cow 
months. 

c.  Winter  range  for  approximately  75  elk  and  150  deer. 

3.  Reasons  for  Non-Selection 
1044  oft  Elk 

If  a  quality  site  like  Beaver  Creek  is  not  proposed  for 
development,  it  is  likely  that  the  less  desirable  sites  on 
private  land  will  be  developed.  This  development  would 
take  place  without  the  benefit  of  coordination  with  the 
National  Forest.  The  result  could  be  development  taking 
place  on  elk  winter  range. 
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Stou)  Econoniic  Gain* 

This  alternative  would  slow  development  of  a  new  economic 
base  In  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley.  New  job  opportunity 
replacement  would  be  limited. 

Lxinit  on  liaea 

The  alternative  would  not  encourage  maximum  diversity  of 
uses.  This  type  of  management  excludes  some  resource 
uses  including  developed  recreation  use. 
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CONSULTATION  WITH  OTHERS 


Management  of  the  White  River  National  Forest  has  been  aided  for 
years  by  the  consultation  and  cooperation  with  interested  individ¬ 
uals,  organizations,  and  other  governmental  agencies. 

Formal  and  informal  public  review  has  been  continuous  concerning 
this  area  since  the  announcement  of  the  Roadless  and  Undeveloped 
Area  review  in  1971.  Three  public  meetings  were  held  in  Vail, 
Colorado,  in  October  1971,  January  1972,  and  March  1972.  Both 
written  and  oral  responses  were  received.  A  summary  of  public 
needs  and  desires  expressed  appears  in  Section  I.  C. 

A  citizen's  advisory  group  consisting  of  interested  local  citizens 
was  formed  during  this  period.  It  worked  closely  with  the  Forest 
Service  in  formulating  management  alternatives  for  the  Roadless 
Areas. 

Public  interest  was  keen  during  the  review  of  the  Meadow  Mountain 
Environmental  Analysis  due  to  the  stimuli  of  the  Olympic  Issue  in 
Colorado.  In  all,  sixteen  public  and  group  meetings  were  held  in 
Mlnturn,  Vail,  Edwards  and  Denver.  In  addition,  interested  key 
individuals  were  kept  advised  and  their  advice  sought.  For  example, 
the  Eagle  Board  of  County  Commissioners  and  their  Planning  Commission 
have  been  Involved  in  the  decision-making  process  throughout. 

Several  local  newspapers  carried  numerous  articles  and  notices  as 
the  analysis  proceeded. 

Results  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Environmental  Analysis  reinforced 
earlier  recommendations  concerning  which  areas  should  be  managed 
as  roadless  or  multi-developed.  Because  of  this,  the  public  ex¬ 
pressions  centered  mainly  on  the  Identification  of  alternatives 
available  in  the  proposed  multi -developed  portion  of  the  heretofore 
roadless  area.  The  Input  proved  invaluable  in  arraying  those 
feasible  alternatives  that  best  respond  to  public  desires  and  needs. 

The  following  list  represents  some  of  the  groups  to  whom  the  Meadow 
Mountain  Environmental  Analysis  was  presented: 

Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment  (ROMCOE) 

ROMCOE  Citizen's  Advisory  Group 
Thorne  Ecological  Foundation 
Conservation  Group  Representatives 
Timber  Industry 

Local  Town  and  County  Government  Officials 
Battle  Mountain  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Vail  Rotary  Club 
Edwards  Community  Group 
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The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  was  sent  with  a  request  for  com¬ 
ment  to  Federal,  State,  and  local  agencies.  In  addition,  requests 
for  comments  were  made  to  interested  individuals  and  groups  and 
local  meetings  were  held  to  discuss  the  proposal.  Availability  of 
the  Draft  Statement  for  public  review  and  comment  was  publicized  in 
Denver  area  papers. 

Letters  commenting  on  the  draft  statement  and  the  Forest  Service 
responses  are  Included  In  this  final  report. 

A.  Response  to  Comments 

Many  of  the  letters  contained  questions  related  to  the  induced 
effects  of  the  proposed  action  on  private  lands.  To  help  the 
reader  visualize  the  present  situations,  a  more  detailed 
description  of  the  social -economic  situation  has  been  provided 
in  Section  I. 

Sections  II,  III  and  IV  of  this  final  report  have  been  expanded 
to  provide  the  quantitative  information  needed.  These  sections 
attempt  to  separate  those  effects  that  are  likely  to  occur  as 
a  result  of  the  proposed  action  from  those  effects  that  are 
existing  or  will  occur  as  a  result  of  the  many  other  actions 
planned  or  operative  in  the  area  now.  Many  of  these  effects 
occur  on  private  lands  and  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
local.  State,  or  other  Federal  jurisdiction. 

It  is  Important  to  note  that  significant  State  legislation  has 
been  adopted  since  the  draft  statement  was  published.  Colorado 
Land  Use  Act  (see  excerpts  in  Appendix  G)  approved  by  the  Colorado 
General  Assembly  has  defined  areas  and  activities  of  State 
Interest  and  asked  the  respective  counties  to  designate  same. 

These  areas  and  activities  of  State  interest  will  then  be 
administered  by  the  counties  with  guidelines  and  regulations 
established  under  State  criteria. 

Many  of  the  Impacts  and  effects  discussed  in  this  report  relate 
to  the  areas  and  activities  of  State  interest  Identified  in  the 
legislation.  Eagle  County  has  responded  to  this  legislation 
as  it  relates  to  areas  within  their  jurisdiction  (see  letter 
In  Appendix  I).  The  County  has  requested  enabling  money  pro¬ 
vided  in  the  legislation  and  has  shown  their  intent  to  comply 
with  the  legislation. 

In  the  event  any  expressed  concern  is  herein  misinterpreted, 
we  hope  the  author  will  follow  up  with  a  further  letter  of 
explanation. 

Exact  copies  of  the  letters  of  comment  to  the  draft  environ¬ 
mental  statement  follow  this  section. 
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Two  of  the  letters  received— those  from  the  Colorado  State 
Clearing  House  and  Environmental  Protection  Agency — were  very 
comprehensive  and  summarized  many  of  the  concerns  expressed  by 
individual  respondents.  We  have  taken  the  liberty  of  replying  to 
these  two  letters  on  a  question-and-answer  basis  first.  Our  ""N 
response  to  the  other  letters  follows.  We  believe  all  expressed^ 
concerns  have  been  responded  to  though  each  letter  is  not 
individually  answered. 
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LETTER  FROM  COLORADO  DIVISION  OF  PLANNING 


(See  letter  No.  1) 


la.  "The  procedure  and  criteria  used  to  determine  the  boundaries 
o ((  the  Meadow  Mountain  planning  unit  and  the  management  units 
within  It  should  be  explained.  (There  Is  little  on  Plate  D 
referred  to  on  p.  7  to  Indicate  what  criteria  were  used;  Plates 
C  and  V  should  be  placed  In  sequence. )  The  Division  ofi 
Wildlife  notes  that  the  planning  unit  boundary  excludes  a 
critical  winter  range  (,o a  deer  that  will  undoubtedly  be 
adversely  Impacted  by  development  plans  within  the  planning 
unit  boundaries . " 


One  of  the  important  principles  in  land  use  planning  is  to  plan  by 
natural  and  political  land  units.  The  concept  of  planning  is  to 
progress  from  the  general  to  the  specific.  This  is  accomplished 
by  defining  a  Planning  Unit  of  land  based  on  logical  topographic 
features  and  subdividing  it  into  management  units.  Each  management 
unit  is  a  homogenous  area  of  land  having  similiar  land  capabilities. 

In  bounding  any  area  for  study,  there  is  the  practical  problem  of 
limiting  the  scope  relative  to  time,  cost,  perceived  complexity 
of  the  land  and  the  intensity  of  the  planning  effort.  The  final 
boundaries  of  this  Planning  Unit  represent  the  practical  tradeoffs 
between  an  area  large  enough  to  encompass  most  of  the  meaningful 
relationships  and  yet  small  enough  to  focus  on  the  feasible  alter¬ 
natives  of  specific  land  allocation.  The  Unit  is  totally  within 
Eagle  County. 

Obviously  decisions  made  within  a  Planning  Unit  will  have  effects 
beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  Unit.  In  this  report,  the  discussions 
of  impacts  and  effects  have  not  been  limited  by  the  Planning  Unit 
boundaries.  Each  area  of  impact  has  been  dictated  by  the  nature 
of  the  subject,  i.e.,  the  school  district  has  been  used  as  the 
affected  area  to  determine  the  effect  on  school  facilities. 

In  the  instance  mentioned,  concerning  deer  winter  range,  the  deer 
winter  range  will  be  affected  by  private  land  development.  Develop¬ 
ment  plans  for  these  tracts  have  been  approved  by  local  government 
and  are  expected  to  occur  irrespective  of  the  proposed  action. 

In  the  future,  we  believe  similar  cases  can  best  be  administered 
under  the  provisions  of  the  State  Land  Use  Act  (HB  1041)  as  they 
relate  to  significant  wildlife  habitats.  (Act  excerpted  in 
Appendix  G. ) 
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lb.  "How  the  determination  m  made  that  a  new  ’management 
direction'  am  needed  far  the  Meadow  Mountain  planning 
unit  should  also  be  explained.  Forest  Service  guidelines 
specify  that  'the  origin  o 6  the  proposal'  ( Federal  Register, 
11/19/73,  p.  31926 )  should  be  included  as  part  ofi  the 
description  ofi  the  proposed  action." 


A  clarification  is  needed  with  reference  to  new  management  direc¬ 
tion  as  stated  in  the  first  paragraph  on  page  2  of  the  draft 
statement.  The  Holy  Cross  Multiple  Use  Plan  was  used  as  a  founda¬ 
tion  document  for  the  current  land  use  plans.  The  Multiple  Use 
Plan  for  the  Beaver,  McCoy  and  Grouse  Creek  Management  Units 
(formerly  the  Meadow  Mountain  Management  Unit)  recognized  the 
suitability  of  these  units  for  development  of  winter  sports  sites 
as  of  1967. 

The  present  management  of  these  units  is  directed  at  accommodating 
dispersed  recreation,  wildlife,  natural  appearing  scenery  and 
grazing  while  maintaining  the  potential  for  future  consideration  of 
a  winter  sports  site  if  that  becomes  in  the  public  interest.  The 
more  intensive  land  use  analysis  reported  here  was  to  determine 
which  potential  should  be  developed. 

The  need  for  implementing  the  management  direction  was  not  brought 
about  by  any  single  event.  Rather  the  cumulative  effect  of  a 
series  of  events,  public  demands  and  national  trends  dictated  that 
the  analysis  be  made  in  1972.  These  include: 

1.  The  growing  demand  for  additional  winter  sports  sites. 

2.  The  designation  of  Beaver  Creek  as  the  site  for  the  downhill 
events  of  the  1976  Winter  Olympics  by  the  Governor  of  Colorado. 

3.  The  acquisition  of  four  major  tracts  of  private  land  within 
the  Unit  by  development  interests.  This  included  Vail 
Associates  acquisition  of  two  key  tracts  purchased  with  the 
intent  of  developing  a  winter  sports  site. 

4.  Continuing  progress  on  the  completion  of  1-70  placing  the  1.3 
million  people  in  the  Denver  Metro  Area  within  a  two-hour  drive. 

5.  Designation  of  the  Avon  area  as  a  major  commercial  center  in 
the  Eagle  County  Master  Plan. 

Clearly  the  situation  had  changed  and  a  reevaluation  of  current 
use  of  the  public  land  was  desirable.  A  comprehensive  land  use 
analysis  of  the  entire  31,000  acre  area  was  needed  as  a  foundation 
for  decision-making. 
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lb.  (1)  "How  does  -the.  decision  not  to  hold  the.  1976  WlnteA 
OZymptc  Games  at  BeaveA  Oieek  afaect  the  need  fan 
the  pAoposed  action  since  It  was  the  pAospect  ofi 
the  Games  that  prompted  the  F oAest  SeAvlce  to 
Initiate  an  envlAonmental  suitability  analysis  ofi 
the  M eadow  fountain  planning  unit  fa A  the  Olympic 
skiing  facilities  (p.  3)." 


The  decision  not  to  hold  the  Alpine  Events  of  the  1976  Winter 
Olympics  at  Beaver  Creek  has  no  effect  on  the  proposed  action.  The 
prospect  of  the  Alpine  Events  at  Beaver  Creek  and  Vail  Associates 
proposal  to  develop  a  year-round  recreation  area  triggered  the  land 
use  analysis  in  1972,  rather  than  a  later  date. 

The  potential  of  developing  a  winter  sports  site  on  this  Unit  was 
formally  recognized  since  1967  and  the  management  to  date  has  been 
to  protect  that  potential  until  it  was  needed,  or  a  higher  use  of 
the  land  was  proven. 


lb.  (ii)  "What  efaect  did  the  land  acquisitions  o £  Vail 

Associates  (p.  3)  have  on  the  decision  to  change 
the  'Management  dlAectlon'  o(>  the  Meadow  Mountain 
planning  unit?" 


The  land  acquisition  by  Vail  Associates  and  their  proposal  to  de¬ 
velop  a  year-round  recreation  area  along  with  a  series  of  other 
events,  public  demands  and  national  trends  brought  about  the  land 
use  analysis  which  in  turn  led  to  the  decision  to  recommend  the 
proposed  action  (See  detailed  answer  to  lb). 


lc.  (i)  "How  does  the  'national  as  well  as  IntcAnatlonal  de¬ 
mand  faA  skiing'  justify  the  use  o&  public  land  In 
the  aAea  faA  this  puApose?" 

(ii)  "How  gAeat  Is  this  demand  and  how  uxis  the  demand 
deteAmlned?" 


The  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  June  12,  1960,  states  that 
it  is  the  policy  of  the  Congress  that  the  National  Forests  are 
established  and  shall  be  administered  for  outdoor  recreation,  range, 
timber,  watershed,  and  wildlife  and  fish  purposes.  The  Act  also 
requires  a  high-level  output  of  goods  and  services  from  the 
National  Forests.  Providing  public  recreation  facilities  is 
certainly  a  legitimate  use  of  National  Forest  Land. 
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According  to  the  Colorado  Ski  and  Winter  Recreation  Statistics, 

1973  (See  Appendix  F),  the  sale  of  ski  lift  tickets  is  growing 
at  a  "compounded  annual  rate  of  18.8%  over  the  past  seven  ski 
seasons. " 

In  addition  there  has  been  growth  in  the  use  of  destination  resort 
areas,  there  has  been  growth  in  the  number  of  skiers  from  Front 
Range  cities  and  there  has  been  growth  in  the  resident  population 
in  mountain  areas.  Unless  growth  in  any  one  or  all  of  these  sec¬ 
tors  will  decline  significantly  then  skiing  will  continue  to  grow. 
The  total  demand  for  skiing  on  the  White  River  National  Forest  is 
expected  to  continue  at  the  rate  of  10-15%  per  year. 

In  the  analysis  of  alternatives  the  value  of  a  developed  recrea¬ 
tion  site  and  its  adverse  effects  were  weighed  against  the  benefits 
and  adverse  effects  of  the  other  alternatives.  We  believe  this 
has  been  carried  out  in  accordance  with  NEPA  requirements  and  that 
the  chosen  alternative  is  in  the  public  interest. 


lc.  (iii)  "The  need  fan  ski ing  facilities  at  8 eaven  Cneek  must 
be  assessed  in  natation,  to  a  statewide  plan  fan  ski 
facilities .  It  is  absolutely  essential  that  ski 
sites  be  located  as  pant  o&  a  total  outdoon  necnea- 
tlon  plan.  The  Fonest  Senvlce  is  In  an  unique 
position  to  do  this  essential  planning  since  the 
development  oft  a  majon  ski  site  without  a  Fonest 
Senvice  penmit  is  unlikely. " 


We  agree  that  a  Statewide  plan  for  the  development  of  winter  sports 
sites  Is  needed.  However,  we  believe  that  it  should  be  within  the 
context  of  a  total  plan  for  distribution  and  growth  in  Colorado  and 
not  a  single-purpose  plan  related  solely  to  winter  recreation. 

In  reviewing  the  growth  in  the  mountainous  areas  of  Colorado  over 
the  past  20  years,  it  is  obvious  that  developed  recreation  has 
been  one  of  the  catalysts  to  the  development  of  new  towns  and  the 
revitalization  of  old  ones.  Without  the  direction  of  a  larger 
framework  plan  for  population  growth  and  distribution  in  Colorado 
a  Statewide  plan  for  skiing  facilities  would,  in  effect,  be  a 
plan  for  population  growth  in  the  mountain  region  of  the  State. 

We  do  not  believe  this  would  satisfy  the  need. 

H.  B.  1041  lists  "site  selection  and  development  of  new  communi¬ 
ties"  ( 106-7-203-l-(g) )  as  an  activity  of  State  interest  and 
encourages  the  counties  to  designate  such  areas.  The  Forest 
Service  will  be  most  willing  to  work  with  the  counties  in  sup¬ 
plying  information  on  potential  winter  sports  sites  and  other 
resources  to  help  make  these  and  other  determinations  required. 


-79- 


Colorado  Division  of  Planning  -  page  5 


The  proposed  action  cannot  be  "justified"  in  terms  of  a  Statewide 
plan  for  ski  facilities  since  none  exists.  However,  it  seems 
equally  unjustified  to  ignore  an  obvious  growing  demand  for  winter 
recreation  simply  because  there  is  not  a  Statewide  plan. 


lc.  (iv)  "CEO  guidelines  stipulate,  that  'age.ncA.eJ>  should  also 
take  cane  to  Identify,  ai>  appnopnlate.  .  .any  popu¬ 
lation  and  gnowtix  assumptions  used  to  justify  the 
pnoject  on  pnognam.  .  .'  (Fedenal  Reg  Is  ten,  \/ol. 

38,  No.  147,  p.  20553,  Aug.  1,  1973)." 


There  are  several  major  population  forecasts  developed  by  public 
and  private  agencies  for  the  State  of  Colorado.  Perhaps  the  re¬ 
cent,  three-year  effort  by  the  Colorado  Land  Use  Commission 
deserves  special  note.  It  estimated  that  Front  Range  employment 
(a  13-county  area)  would  grow  from  674,426  in  1970  to  1,622,600 
by  the  year  2000.*  This  represents  a  simple  average  growth  rate 
of  about  4.7  percent  per  year.  The  Front  Range  population  of 
1,778,750  in  1970  was  projected  to  grow  to  2,543,500  in  1980 
and  3,750,000  in  the  year  2000. 

Population  in  the  Mountain  Region  was  projected  to  grow  from 
154,832  in  1970  to  233,600  in  1980  and  382,800  in  the  year  2000. 
The  above  assumptions  were  used  to  help  estimate  future  demand. 


Id.  "The  eventual  use  planned  fan  the  Gnouse  Cneek  and  McCoy 
management  units  must  be  clanlfled.  If  the  envlnonmental 
analysis  shouts  that  the  Beaven  Cneek  management  unit 
Includes  the  best  site  {on  the  development  of  Intensive 
necneatlon  facilities ,  u)hy  one  the  Gnouse  Cneek  and  McCoy 
management  units  to  be  managed  'to  maintain  the  potential 
0(5  the  anea  fan  designation  as  a  downhill  skiing  winter 
sponts  site?’  (p.  8).  Ane  the  Gnouse  Cneek  and.  McCoy 
management  units  Intended  fan  eventual  use  as  ski  sites 
as  Indicated  on  pages  8  and  26?  I f  so,  the  'management 
units,’  upon  tohlch  so  much  of  the  envlnonmental  analysis 
Is  based,  ane  neatly  temponal  nathen  than  functional 
classifications ,  and  thene  Is  little  envlnonmental 
advantage  In  selecting  any  one  of  the  three  management 
units  as  a  ski  nesont  site. " 


Colorado  Land  Use  Commission,  A  Land  Use  Program  For  Colorado,  1973 
p.  229. 
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There  are  areas  in  all  three  management  units  that  have  physical 
suitability  for  development  of  skiing  potential.  In  relative 
terms,  McCoy  has  the  least  potential  and  Beaver  Creek  the  greatest 
potential  for  development  of  a  quality  winter  sports  area.  Grouse 
Creek  falls  somewhere  in  between. 

As  the  physical  and  environmental  considerations  indicated  that  a 
ski  area  could  be  developed  in  either  Grouse  Creek  or  Beaver  Creek, 
the  choice  between  the  two  became  a  sociological  decision  to  pro¬ 
tect  the  Town  of  Minturn's  interest  and  to  develop  the  best  quality 
site. 

The  Beaver  Creek  site  has  benefit  of  a  new  commercial /residential 
area  to  be  developed  by  Benchmark  Associates.  This  community  will 
provide  housing,  shopping  facilities  and  community  services  which 
will  help  alleviate  some  of  the  growth  pressures  on  nearby  towns. 

Designation  of  additional  area  for  a  winter  sports  site  in  this 
area  is  not  inevitable.  A  unique  combination  of  physical,  environ¬ 
mental,  economic  and  social  factors  are  necessary  to  develop  a 
quality  winter  sports  area.  Where  this  blend  occurs  it  seems  only 
prudent  to  protect  the  potential  for  development  until  it  is 
utilized  or  a  higher  need  Is  proven. 

The  proposed  management  emphasizing  scenery,  wildlife,  and  dispersed 
recreation  values  is  compatible  with  maintaining  the  potential  of 
the  area  for  winter  sports  development.  This  direction  is  not 
simply  a  temporal  designation  but  is  intended  to  be  a  dynamic 
designation  that  can  provide  a  level  of  goods  and  services  now  and 
still  be  responsive  to  future  needs. 

Any  change  in  land  allocation  that  would  consider  development  of 
skiing  facilities  In  McCoy  or  Grouse  Creek  would  require  a  new 
analysis  and  preparation  of  an  environmental  statement. 


2a.  "The.  assessment  that  most  o&  the.  impact*  that  mil  occua 
toe  thin  the  National  FoAest  i till  be  '  tempo  AaAij'  (p.  12)  i * 
not  conv-incing  became  all  tkfiee  'pAunaAij'  impact &  listed 
on  the  same  page  {loss  o£  itildeAness  chaAacteAistics ,  ski 
aAca  development,  and  Aoad  constAuction)  can  haAdly  be 
called  '  tempo AXAy. 


Good  point.  The  text  has  been  corrected.  The  allocation  of 
National  Forest  Land  affecting  wilderness  suitability,  winter 
sports  site  designation  and  transportation  systems  certainly 
have  relatively  long-term  consequences. 
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The  intent  of  the  original  statement  was  to  comment  on  the  direct 
environmental  effects  that  could  be  expected  to  occur  on  National 
Forest  Lands  as  a  result  of  these  broad  land  allocations.  These 
would  include  the  effects  of  such  impacts  as  vegetation  removal 
and  earth  moving  involved  in  the  construction  of  ski  facilities 
and  roads. 


2b.  The  secondary,  or  induced,  impact*  of  the  proposed  action 
mut.  be  more  thoroughly  assessed.  Forest  Service  guideline * 
poent  out  that  'secondary  impact s’  (Federal  Register,  11/19/73 
p.  39127)  .  These  same  guidelines  Specify  that  ' the 
implication- s,  if  any,  o f  the  action  on  population  distribution 
or  concentration  should  be  objectively  estimated,  an  assessment 
made  of  the  probable  ejects  of  such  changes  in  population 
patterns  upon  the  resource  bases,  including  land  use,  and 
public  services  of  the  area  in  question." 

2b.  (i)  "The  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action 

on  private  lands  must  be  more  specific.  7 6  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  Beaver  Creek  as  proposed  will  ’undoubtedly’ 

(p*  23)  accelerate  the  conversion  oft  rural  land  to 
urban  uses,  the  total  number  of  dcoelling  units  whose 
construction  will  be  ' triggered'  by  the  proposed  ski 
site  development  and  the  rate  of  this  acceleration 
must  be  determined  in  order  to  arrive  at  an  adequate 
assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on 
tand  use  in  the  area.  7n  other  words,  both  the  rate 
and  magnitude  of  this  land  conversion  must  be  determined. 
Forest  Service  guidelines  require  that  ’ ...  all  lands 
affected  must  be  considered,  including  .  .  .  private 
lands'  (Federal  Register,  11/19/73)." 


Sections  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  report  have  been  expanded  to  pro¬ 
vide  more  detail  on  the  impacts  and  effects  of  this  proposal. 
Supportive  documents  for  this  information  are  included  in  the 
Appendix. 

Section  II  quantifies  the  secondary  impact  in  terms  of  recreation 
visitors,  employment,  and  population  growth.  This  provides  the 
foundation  for  the  favorable  and  adverse  effects  in  Section  III 
and  IV. 


2b.  (ii)  (b)  "If  'balanced  growth’  is  an  objective  of  the  Eagle 
County  Waster  Plan  (p.  24),  will  the  development 
of  a  resort  complex  larger  than  the  existing  Tom 
of  \7ail  contribute  to  this  objective?" 
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Since  the  Eagle  County  Master  Plan  applies  to  the  county  as  a  whole,  the 
objectives  of  the  plan  also  apply  to  the  county  as  a  whole.  Attempting 
to  maintain  the  balance  in  any  segment,  drainage  or  acre  of  the  County 
is  obviously  not  intended. 

The  Land  Use  and  Density  Plan  adopted  by  the  Eagle  County  Planning 
Commission  on  October  7,  1973,  provides  for  a  major  commercial  center 
In  the  Avon/Beaver  Creek  area.  Development  proposals  for  a  new  townsite 
at  Avon  have  been  approved  by  Eagle  County. 


2b.  (ii)  "The.  conformance  of  the  proposed  action  to  the  Eagle  County 

Mai  tea  Plan  must  be  clarified.  Specified  areas  of  conformance 
and  conflict  with  the  Plan  must  be  enumerated.  CEQ.  guidelines 
require  that  environmental  Impact  statements  discuss  'the 
relationship  of  the  proposed  action  to  land  use  plan,  policies, 
and  controls  for  the  affected  area.  ..and  how  the  proposed 
action  may  conform  or  conflict  with  the  objectives  and  specific 
terms  of  approved  or  proposed  Federal,  State,  and  local  land 
use  plans,  policies  and  controls'  [Federal  Register,  S/1/72, 
p.  20 5531." 


2b.  (11)  (a)  "The  Eagle  County  Master  Plan  apparently  specifies  that 

'new  high  density  growth  will  be  pointed  toward  existing 
or  already  planned  resort  communities'  (p.  24).  Assuming 
that  the  proposed  action  Is  In  conformance  with  the  Plan, 
Is  the  Beaver  Creek  resort  'already  planned?'  If  not, 
ichat  existing  resort  communities  are  going  to  receive 
■the  high  density  residential  growth?  The  VES  states  that 
hUntum  has  expressed  a  strong  desire  not  to  have  its 
lifestyle  disrupted  by  a  resort  Industry  [p.  15)." 


The  Beaver  Creek  and  the  general  Avon  area  has  been  designated  a  Major 
Commercial  Center  in  the  Eagle  County  Master  Plan.*  In  concert  with 
this,  the  county  has  approved  four  (4)  major  land  development  proposals 
in  the  area,  namely,  Eagle-Vail,  Benchmark,  Beaver  Creek  and  Arrowhead. 
(See  Plate  C  inside  back  cover.) 

The  planned  new  community  at  Avon  is  about  seven  miles  from  Minturn. 


*  Eagle  County  Master  Plan,  adopted  October  3,  1973,  by  the  Eagle  County 
Planning  Commission,  p.  41. 
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2b.  (ii)  (c)  "If  ' legal  incorporation  of  suburban  and  urban  density 
de.velopne.nt  is  a  definable  objective'  (p.  24)  of  the 
Eagle  County  Plan,  what  will  the  Forest  Service  do  to 
facilitate  the  legal  incorporation  of  the  proposed 
development  at  Beaver  Creek,  and  kou)  will  a  legal 
incorporation  affect  the  'Mitigating  measure* ’  mentioned 
■throughout  the  VES?" 


The  Forest  Service  is  not  in  position  to  effect  legal  incorporation. 

The  statutes  of  Colorado  rule  and  the  future  residents  of  the  area  will 
control  the  process. 

The  mitigating  measures  throughout  the  report  can  be  accomplished 
regardless  of  the  incorporation  question.  The  effect  of  incorporation 
would  be  to  place  control  at  the  municipal  level  rather  than  at  the 
county  level. 


2b.  (iii)  " The  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  public  services 

and  facilities  o f  the  area  must  be  quantified  and  assessed." 


2b .  (iii)  ( a )  "What  will  be  the  demands  upon  the  facilities  and 

services  mentioned  on  p.  23?" 


Section  II  of  this  report  has  been  reworked  to  estimate  increased 
numbers  of  visitors,  employees,  and  resident  households  which  will 
result  in  the  area.  The  effects  of  this  increased  activity  on  public 
services  and  facilities  are  discussed  in  the  expanded  treatment  of 
secondary  Impacts  such  as  water  supply,  energy  consumption, 
required  school  facilities,  and  the  provision  of  urban  services  (See 
Section  IV).  ' 


2b.  (iii)  (b)  "What  will  be  the  'additional  burden  on  the  low  and 

middle  income  families  i oho  do  not  feel  a  need'  (p.  23) 
for  these  additional  facilities?" 


Obviously  this  statement  is  a  generalization  that  will  apply  to  some 
residents  but  not  to  others.  If  opportunities  for  better  jobs  and 
higher  salaries  are  realized  the  "burden"  is  negated. 

Population  growth  in  a  community  has  different  effects  on  the  quality 
and  cost  of  various  urban  services.  An  additional  thousand  people  might 
move  a  sewer  system  closer  to  its  optimum  load-size  relative  to  its 
fixed  plant  and  fixed  costs.  This  same  growth  might  cause  a  community 
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to  move  through  an  optimum  size  threshold  relative  to  its  library  system. 
There  Is  no  optimum  size  for  everything.  Each  new  increment  of  growth 
affects  a  subsystem  in  a  different  way-improving  the  cost  effectiveness 
of  some  functions  while  having  a  temporary  negative  impact  on  others  until 
they  move  to  the  next  plateau.  Depending  on  a  local  town,  special  district, 
or  county-wide  service,  the  result  and  effect  will  be  different  at  different 
times . 

Presumably  a  higher  level  of  services  will  be  provided  commensurate 
with  the  additional  cost.  For  example,  In  Eagle  County  a  tertiary  waste 
water  treatment  plant  is  planned  to  replace  the  present  secondary  system. 


2b.  (iii)  (c)  "How  much.  more  congestion  in  Hinturn  (p.  23)  will 

result  faom  the  proposed  action?" 


The  report  states  that  "More  congestion  in  Minturn  could  be  the  result." 
Increased  congestion  is  not  inevitable.  It  is  directly  related  to  the 
direct  action  of  the  Minturn  residents  in  property  development  and  by  the 
residents  acting  through  their  local  governments  to  effect  zoning  and 
building  controls. 

Since  Minturn  is  essentially  "built-out"  v/i th  little  vacant  land 
remaining,  additional  growth  within  the  corporate  limits  is  under  the 
towns'  control  through  its  annexation  policy  and  renewal  efforts. 


2b.  (iv)  "IjJ  the  treatment.  capacity  o< 5  existing  facilities  oi  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  district  'would  not  be  adequate  to 
serve  the  proposed  resort  and  ofifasite  development'  (p.  19), 
the  proposed  action  should  not  be  considered  by  the  Forest 
Service  unless  the  'expansion  planned  far  1974-75'  (p.  19) 
is  defiivitc  and  in  process . " 


2b.  (iv)  (a)  "Will  the  expanded  facilities  treat  tie  sewage  adequately?" 


2b.  (iv)  (b)  "Is  'tertiary  treatment  far  all  setoage’  (p.  19)  a 

realistic  possibility,  and  what  facilities  and  fands 
will  be  required  to  provide  tertiary  treatment  o  all 
sexoage?" 


A  recently  completed  engineering-financial  study  by  Richards  Engineering 
Company  has  been  reviewed  by  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  Upper  Eagle 
Valley  Sanitation  District.  The  Board  has  adopted  the  recommendations 
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which  provide  for  implementation  of  tertiary  treatment  by  1978. 
(Appendix  I  contains  a  letter  summarizing  the  present  status  and 
expansion  plans  of  the  District. 


2b.  (1v)  (c)  "The  Water  Quality  Control  Division  of  the.  Department  of 

Health  it  concerned  that  discharge  standards  and  stream 
standards  not  be  confuted.  An  assessment  of  tutting 
water  quality  of,  the  streams  that  my  be  degraded  and 
the  mitigating  measures  to  prevent  any  degradation  meat 
be  specified. " 


Water  quality  has  been  addressed  in  two  categories  of  Section  IV  of 
this  report.  These  categories  discuss  the  present  water  quality  and 
determine  the  effects  of  the  proposed  action.  Both  planned  and 
suggested  mitigating  measures  are  included. 


It  it  unlikely  that  separating  the  proposed  resort  from  Minturn 
by  five  to  ten  miles  by  locating  it  in  the  Beaver  Creek  unit 
rather  than  in  the  Grouse  Creek  or  McCoy  units  (p.  16)  mil 
significantly  reduce  the  Impact  of  population  influx,  upon 
Minturn. " 


(a)  "Evidence  to  substantiate  the  claim  that  the  location  of 

the  retort  at  Beaver  Creek  mil  enable  Minturn  and  Redcliff 
to  ’develop  and  grow  as  residential  communities’  [p.  15) 
must  be  presented." 


We  believe  the  seven  mile  separation  is  very  significant.  One  of 
the  major  advantages  of  using  the  Beaver  Creek  or  McCoy  Management  Unit 
is  the  physical  separation  of  the  town  of  Minturn  and  the  base  facilities 
of  a  ski  area. 

The  Beaver  Creek  proposal  places  the  town  of  Minturn  off  of  the  direct 
route  (1-70)  by  two  miles.  The  proposed  action  will  not  cause  significant 
additional  through-traffic.  However,  to  the  extent  Minturn  merchants 
extend  their  commercial  facilities,  new  shopping  traffic  could  result. 

Also  the  development  of  the  Beaver  Creek/Avon  area  has  been  designed  to 
be  relatively  self-contained  for  both  recreationists  and  resident  needs. 
There  is  employee  housing  planned  at  Eagle-Vail,  Benchmark  and  Beaver 
Creek.  However,  regardless  of  the  facilities  or  accommodations 
furnished,  some  people  will  still  prefer  to  live  and/or  shop  in  Minturn. 


2b.  (v)  " 


2b.  (v) 
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The  separation  of  seven  miles  allows  the  continuation  of  present 
economic  role  of  Minturn  as  a  support  community  but  avoids  its 
transition  to  a  base  community  for  a  ski  area  like  Vail  or  Aspen. 


2b.  (v)  (b)  " I h  'mono,  congestion  in  Minium  could,  be  the  result'  [p.  23) 
oh  a  housing  demand  executed  by  a  xesoxt  at  Beaver  Cxeek 
it  is  essential  to  Apecihy  what  will  be  done  to  ’  decongesf 
Mintuxn  and  ' xecaptuxe  open  Apace’  (p.  16)." 


The  Forest  Service  is  a  public  land  management  agency  and  has  no 
plans  to  physically  restructure  the  town  of  Minturn.  This  would  be  the 
responsibility  of  the  citizens  of  Minturn  acting  through  their  local 
governments. 


2b.  (vi )  "I({  the  Spanish- Amexican  residents  oh  the  axea  ’have  been 

largely  isolated  hfU}m  Tfie  benefits  o{,  the  growing  xeexeation 
economy1  (p.  6),  nhat  will  be  done  to  prevent  thus  £*.om  con¬ 
tinuing  ih  the  Beaver  Cxeek  xesoxt  is  built?" 


New  communicative  channels  exist  that  were  not  operative  when  Vail  was 
developed.  There  is  a  Manpower  Committee,  comprised  of  local  citizens 
and  major  developers,  whose  objective  is  to  get  local  people  into  new 
jobs.  The  Colorado  Mountain  College  has  a  full-time,  paid,  community 
coordinator  for  this  group. 

In  addition  to  providing  new  job  opportunities,  the  four  major  developers 
in  the  Beaver  Creek/ Avon  area  have  made  public  policy  commitments  for 
training  and  hiring  assistance. 

Although  employment  practices  of  the  major  developers  have  not  yet 
reached  significant  levels,  there  is  a  mechanism  for  communicating 
mutual  needs  between  the  two  groups. 


2b.  (vi)  (a)  "Thexe  is  indication  that  the  Spanish- American  xesidents 
oh  the  axea  axe  opposed  to  the  pXopoAed  action.  The 
Clearinghouse  recommends  that  a  meeting  with  these 
xesidents  ai\d  representatives  h*-om  nearby  communities 
be  convened  to  discus  A  all  the  A  o  do -economic  impacts  oh 
the  pxopoAed  action  by  the  Foxes t  Service." 
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The  Forest  Service  personnel  in  the  Minturn  office  are  keenly  aware 
of  the  concerns  of  Spanish-American  residents  toward  the  proposed 
action.  Formal  and  informal  public  review  of  this  planning  effort 
has  been  continual  since  the  Roadless  and  Undeveloped  Area  Review 
of  1971.  Public  meetings  were  held  in  Vail  in  October  1971, 

January  1972  and  March  1972.  A  review  of  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  was  held  March  7,  1974,  at  the  Meadow  Mountain  Elementary 
School.  Two  meetings  were  held  this  Spring  in  the  Battle  Mountain 
High  School  at  Minturn  to  discuss  the  future  of  national  forest  lands 
in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley.  The  topic  has  also  been  discussed  at 
numerous  other  meetings  in  the  Valley  including  Eagle  County  planning 
meetings.  Generally,  the  above  meetings  were  attended  by  residents 
from  all  of  the  communities  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley. 


2c.  (i)  (a)  "The.  Colorado  Geological  SuAvey  indicate&  that  the 

geological  con&ViaintA  in  the  project  aaea  cute 
numeaoui  and  not  adequately  0A6eA&ed  in  the  VES." 


The  level  of  soils  and  geologic  analysis  performed  was  designed  to 
provide  general  information  useful  in  defining  and  describing  ecosystems 
and  to  qualify  and  quantify  productive  potentials.  These  analyses  were 
also  useful  in  developing  management  units  based  on  natural  character¬ 
istics.  (See  Meadow  Mountain  Study,  pages  14-27  referenced  in  Appendix 
A,  for  an  in  depth  description.) 

Through  subcontract  with  ROMCOE,  Woodward-Clevenger*  performed 
preliminary  soils  analysis  and  geologic  studies  of  the  Beaver  Creek 
area  to  help  evaluate  development  alternatives. 

Jointly  these  studies  provided  sufficient  information  to  classify 
the  soil  types  into  three  levels  of  risk  for  erosion  hazard  and  to 
identify  mass  movement  potential.  This  allowed  for  the  determination 
of  environmental  feasibility  of  lift  and  trail  corridors. 

As  detailed  project  planning  progresses,  more  geologic  studies  will 
be  required  for  specific  location  and  design  of  lift  towers,  etc. 

We  believe  the  levels  of  geologic  studies  were  appropriate  for  the 
requirements  of  this  level  of  planning. 

Also  see  reply  to  question  2c.  (iii). 


Woodward  Clevenger  -  Soils  and  Geology  consultants  to  the  ROMCOE 
study. 
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2c.  (i)  (b)  "The  division  of  Wildlife  emphasizes  the  need  to  plan 

the  development  of  the  entire  Upper  Eagle  Valley  as 
a  unit  to  minimize  the  loss  of  wildlife  habitat.  The 
division  is  preparing  a  wildlife  management  plan  fan. 
the  valley  and  would  like  the  Forest  Service  not  to 
make  a  final  decision  on  the  proposed  action  until 
after  this  plan  is  completed  and  can  be  considered 
in  the  decision-making  process.  The  division  has 
prepared  a  map  of  big  game  winter  range  and  migration 
routes  in  the  area  and  recommends  that  the  Forest 
Service  utilize  it  in  assessing  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  action. " 


2c.  (i)  (c)  "The  division  of  Wildlife  staff  emphasizes  that  although 

the  elk  herd  in  the  area  is  small,  the  head  is  essential 
in  order  to  maintain  diversity  and  distributcon  of  elk 
in  Colorado. " 


We  have  utilized  all  information  currently  available  from  the  Colorado 
State  Division  of  Wildlife  and  reviewed  this  proposal  with  them.  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  stated  they  will  protect  the  elk  winter 
range  of  about  1,200  acres  on  their  lands  in  the  Unit.  Also,  two 
private  landowners,  Vail  Associates,  Inc.,  and  Grouse  Mountain  at 
Vail,  LTD  have  signed  letters  of  intent  for  protection  of  critical 
big  game  winter  range  on  their  land  between  Stone  Creek  and  Beaver 
Creek.  This  will  help  insure  that  a  substantial  block  of  key  winter 
range  will  remain  available  for  use  by  the  elk  herd.  (See  Appendix  I) 

A  dog  control  ordinance  recently  adopted  by  Eagle  County  will  also 
be  important  to  keeping  key  winter  range  areas  available  for  wildlife 
use. 

The  Division  of  Wildlife  has  been  invited  to  participate  in  the  analysis 
of  the  entire  Upper  Eagle  Planning  Unit  (250,000  acres)  which  includes 
the  Meadow  Mountain  Unit  and  adjacent  country.  This  larger  analysis 
would  be  an  excellent  opportunity  for  Eagle  County  working  with  the 
Forest  Service,  BLM  and  the  Division  of  Wildlife  to  identify  and  adopt 
guidelines  for  the  management  of  areas  of  significant  wildlife  habitat 
as  related  to  the  recently  enacted  State  Land  Use  Act. 


2c.  (ii)  "The  impact  on  the  natural  environment  that  iu ill  be  induced 
by  the  proposed  action  must  be  assessed  more  fully.  Forest 
Service  guidelines  require  that  in  assessing  the  degree  of 
ecosystem  disturbance' ,  'both  onsite  and  offsite  effects 
should  be  recognized, '  including  'effects  on  private  land, 
such  as  trig  erring  land  development'  l  Federal  Register, 

1 J/J9/73,  p.  31923)." 
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Section  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  final  statement  have  been  expanded 

to  more  fully  describe  the  induced  impacts  on  the  natural  environment. 

2c.  (iii)  (a)  "A bout  SOI  oh  the  anea  In  the  BeaveA  Cneek  management 
unit  Is  Hated,  as  having  a  'high'  mass  movement,  oh 
landslide,  potential 

2c.  (iii)  (b)  "Mo He  than  5 0%  oh  the  axea  in  the  BeaveA  Cneek  management 

unit  is  Hated  as  having  a  ’high'  cnosion  hazaxd  fiox 

Hoad  conStHuetion;" 

2c.  (iii)  (c)  "Moxe  than  75 %  oh  the  axea  in  the  BeaveA  Cxeek  managemetyC 

unit  is  Hated  as  having  a  'high'  enosion  hazaxd  fiox  ski 

slope  conStHuetion. " 


The  reference  map  shows  a  three  level  classification:  low,  moderate 
and  high.  These  ratings  relate  to  the  most  dominant  soil  character¬ 
istics  or  limitation  within  the  soil  management  unit  and  reflect  the 
level  of  design  and  cost  required  to  overcome  the  limitation. 

Ratings  of  low  are  relatively  free  of  limitation  or  those  limitations 
are  relatively  easily  overcome  at  a  low  cost.  Moderate  ratings  are 
indicative  of  limitations  that  can  be  overcome  with  thorough  management 
and  design  at  a  nominal  cost.  A  high  rating  is  indicative  of  limitations 
that  require  detailed  project  planning  and  tight  operation  control  at  a 
relatively  high  cost.  A  high  rating  does  not  indicate  total  unsuitability. 

Project  planning  and  design  have  not  been  done  at  this  stage  in  the 
planning  process  so  we  do  not  have  sample  plans.  However ,  some  examples 
of  design  constraints  typical  for  high  risk  areas  are: 

Geological  Land  Movement: 

-  Avoid  weighting  the  "head"  or  cutting  the  "toe"  of  land  slide 
masses. 

-  Avoid  excavations  of  fills  greater  than  three  feet. 

-  Correct  drainage  problems  which  would  tend  to  saturate  or 
lubricate  areas  of  high  land  movement  potential. 

-  Perform  more  detailed  geological  investigations  in  localized 
areas  of  construction. 
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Soils  Erosion: 

-  Revegetate  promptly  after  soils  disturbance,  utilizing  native 
grass  species. 

-  Design  cut  and  fill  slopes  which  will  accommodate  revegetation 
for  the  specific  situation  of  exposure  and  elevation. 

-  Channel  water  into  natural  drainages. 

The  above  procedures  by  no  means  constitute  a  complete  set  of  rules  for 
all  situations,  however  they  do  illustrate  typical  design  constraints 
used  successfully  in  high  risk  areas. 

In  conclusion,  the  high  risk  designation  does  not  preclude  development, 
providing  proper  Investigation  and  caution  is  exercised  in  the  design 
and  construction  process. 


2c.  (iv)  (a)  "What.  i*  the  potential,  minimum  * iltation  that,  will  occur 
during  construction  and  after  completion  of  the  resort? 
Will  this  siltation  degrade  the  water  quality  in  Beaver 
Creek?  Both  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey  and  the 
Water  Quality  ContAol  Division  of  the  department  of, 
Health  stress  that  the  impact*  of  urban  run-off  on  toater 
quality  must  be  more  thoroughly  assessed." 


Slltation  is  extremely  hard  to  quantify.  Under  a  cooperative  agreement 
between  Eagle  County,  Vail  Associates  and  the  USGS,  a  continuous 
monitoring  turbidimeter  has  been  installed  in  Beaver  Creek  and  a 
Water  Quality  Plan  will  be  put  into  effect  prior  to  construction.  The 
objective  of  these  programs  is  to  determine  compliance  with  the 
Colorado  Water  Quality  Standard  for  Turbidity  in  Class  "Bl"  waters: 
"Wastes  of  other  than  natural  origin  do  not  cause  the  turbidity  of 
the  water  to  be  increased  by  more  than  ten  Jackson  Units  or  its 
equivalent. " 

Compliance  with  state  standards  will  ensure  that  degradation  of  water 
quality  of  Beaver  Creek  does  not  occur. 

The  Roaring  Fork  River  Basin  Water  Quality  Management  Plan  points  out 
that  "pollutants  from  urban  runoffs  are  similar  to  those  found  in 
ordinary  municipal  sewage."  Special  treatment  of  urban  runoff  is 
outlined  in  Water  Quality  and  Surface  Runoff.  (Section  IV) 


2c.  (iv)  (b)  "What  will  be  the  ' Change s  in  drainage  pattern s'  (p.  IS), 
and  what  will  be  the  effect,  of  this  change?" 
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Very  little  change  in  drainage  pattern  on  the  public  land  will  result. 
The  design  of  improvements  such  as  roads  and  ski  trails  includes 
designed  measures  to  place  the  water  back  into  its  normal  channel  as 
quickly  as  possible  and  with  minimum  quality  change.  Waterbars  on 
ski  trails,  and  road  culverts  are  designed  to  minimize  change  from 
the  natural.  This  is  particularly  important  when  related  to  areas 
of  high  erosion  and  risk  of  mass  movement. 


2c.  (iv)  (c)  "How  much  will  the  net  water  filow  in  Beaver  Creek  be 
-reduced  bij  water  and  sanitation  systems  (p.  IS)? 

How  vjM  this  reduction  a^ect  ^ish  and  icLldLile?" 


Under  a  cooperative  agreement,  the  US  Geologic  Survey  and  Vail 
Associates  have  established  a  stream  monitoring  station  on  Beaver 
Creek  to  gather  basic  data  on  stream  flows.  This  program  was  begun 
In  the  Spring  of  1974  and  will  continue  for  several  years.  From  this 
data,  desirable  flows  will  be  established  to  protect  in  stream  values 
of  the  National  Forest.  Diversions  on  private  land  will  be  controlled 
by  State  law. 

For  more  specific  information,  see  Section  IV.  H.  (Water  Supply 
Requirements)  of  this  report. 


2c.  (iv)  (d)  "Is  my  artificial  snow-making  anticipated?  If  so,  what. 

will  be  the  impact  on  watenflow  and  water  supply. " 


Snow  making  is  generally  needed  on  the  heavily  used  ski  trails  under 
9000  feet  elevation.  Relating  to  the  effects  of  snowmaking  in  a 
similar  situation  at  the  Vail  Ski  area  two  can  be  noted: 

1 .  Volume  of  run-off  is  increased  slightly 

The  amount  of  "run-off"  has  not  been  quantified,  however,  it 
is  expected  to  be  less  than  a  5  percent  increase. 

2.  Timing  of  run-off  is  extended  over  a  longer  period  of  time 

Snowmaking  forms  a  more  dense,  ice-like,  snow  quality  that  melts 
slower  and  lengthens  the  run-off  period.  This  tends  to  off  set 
the  negative  effects  of  additional  volume  of  water  that  will 
run-off. 

By  itself,  snowmaking  would  probably  not  have  a  significant  effect 
on  the  well-armored,  essentially  stable  streams  in  the  unit.  However, 
it  is  a  contributing  factor  that,  along  with  revegetation  removal,  will 
produce  a  change  in  the  run-off  pattern. 
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Effects  on  water  supply  are  discussed  in  Section  IV.  H. 

Snow  making  will  have  a  water  requirement  of  between  500  to  1000 
gallon  per  minute.  This  requirement  will  occur  during  the  months 
of  November  and  December  when  there  is  normally  two  to  three  times 
the  minimum  flow  available  in  the  streams.  However,  regardless  of 
the  requirement,  the  flow  needed  to  maintain  the  fishery  and  instream 
values  will  be  maintained. 


2c.  (v)  "Even  though  potential  air  pollution  is  not  'expected  to 

exceed  federal  standards  even  under  the  poorest  of,  aiA 
circulation  conditions'  (p.  20),  it  Is  important  to  note 
that  the  National  Ambient  AiA  Quality  Standards- -40  CRT 
SO  specifically  state  that  "the  promulgation  of  national 
primary  and  secondary  ambient  air  quality  standards  shall 
not  be  considered  in  any  manner  to  allow  significant 
deterioration  of  existing  air  quality  in  any  portion  of  any 
State'  ( paragraph  50.2(c)).  In  other  words,  these  standards 
are  minimum  standards  and  are  intended  as  levels  toward  which 
air  pollution  is  to  be  reduced,  not  increased.  The  impact  of 
air  pollution  must  be  assessed  relative  to  existing  air 
quality  in  the  Beaver  Creek  area,  not  to  standards  which  are 
'requisite  to  protect  the  public  health'  (The  Clean  Mr  Act, 
Section  109,  (b)  (I))." 


The  activity  associated  with  the  development  of  a  ski  area  will 
contribute  to  the  deterioration  of  air  quality  in  the  surrounding 
region.  The  Air  Quality  topic  in  Section  IV  of  this  report  presents 
estimates  of  the  changes  in  air  quality.  Whether  or  not  these 
changes  will  be  considered  a  "significant  deterioration"  cannot  be 
finally  decided  until  that  phrase  is  quantitatively  defined. 

A  large  part  of  present  air  quality  problems,  nationally,  are 
directly  related  to  automotive  emissions.  EPA  plans  for  intro¬ 
ducing  new  technology  for  automotive  emission  control  are  scheduled 
to  be  in  effect  by  1975  and  1976.  Over  the  years,  these  policies 
should  have  a  significant  effect  In  increasing  the  quality  of  air. 

The  State  regulation  for  non-point  sources  expected  by  January  1, 

1975,  should  also  contribute  to  air  quality  as  related  to  these  new 
town  development. 

2c.  (v)  (a)  '"Scheme  C'  referred  to  in  the  Climatic  Inventory  of 

the  B caver  Creek  drainage  as  the  best  way  to  'minimize 
ground  level  concentrations '  (E-2)  should  be  identified. " 
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"Scheme  C"  is  one  of  the  alternative  development  patterns  analyzed  for 
environmental  impact  by  the  ROMCOE  study.  A  summary  of  the  analysis 
of  alternative  schemes  are  provided  in  Appendix  H.  Maps  of  the 
schemes  can  be  reviewed  in  the  ROMCOE  report. 


2c.  (v)  (b)  " Tabic  71/- 7  [pages  E-7,  E-&)  needs  clarification  if 

the  'matrix'  is  to  contribute,  information  helpful 
to  the  VES." 


Table  IV-1  (pages  E-7,  E-8)  have  been  replaced  by  a  quantitative 
analysis  in  Section  IV.  G.  of  this  report. 


2c.  (v)  (c)  "Any  estimate  of  expected  air  pollution  levels  in 

Beaver  Creek  should  not  omit  photochemical  oxidants 
fxiom  au-tomobile  emissions  ( Table  771-2,  E-ll), 
particularly  if  the  proposed  development  is  expected 
to  increase  vehicular  tragic  on  7-7 0  in  the  area  by 
100%.  (p.  19)" 


A  quantitative  analysis  of  the  photochemical  oxidants  from  automo¬ 
tive  emissions  has  not  been  made.  Dr.  Val  Veirs  in  Vail,  December 
1973,  concluded  that  this  type  of  pollution  was  inconsequential  (see 
Section  IV.  G.). 


3a.  "It  is  a  planned  measure  to  'provide  tertiary  treatment  { [or 
sexoage'  (p.  19)  in  order  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  water 
quality?" 


A  recent  study  of  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  District  was  made 
by  Richards  Engineers,  Inc.  in  order  to  make  a  Revised  Service  Plan. 
The  report  outlines  a  Plant  Expansion  and  states  "Additional  tertiary 
treatment  facilities  are  also  being  considered  and  by  1978  it  is 
expected  that  the  plant  will  have  2.0  M.G.D.I/  capacity  meeting  all 
of  the  new  State  and  Federal  standards  for  complete  treatment." 

The  letter  in  Appendix  I  from  the  manager  of  the  Sanitation  District 
outlines  the  current  status  of  the  expansion  plans. 


\J  MGD  -  Million  Gallons  per  day 


-94- 


Colorado  Division  of  Planning  -  page  20 


3b.  "What  agency  mil  'de.vc.lop  mass  transportation  in  the  valley' 

[p.  20),  and  ivhat  cull  the  cost  and  impact*  o ^  ma ss  transporta¬ 
tion  far  the  Valley  be?  7 s  ma ss  transpo station  a  'planned 
measure'  oa  a  moAe  suggestion?" 


Mass  transit  is  not  a  planned  measure  at  this  early  stage  of  planning. 

A  detailed  transportation  plan  has  not  yet  evolved.  A  plan  is  not 
likely  to  be  firmed  up  until  development  is  well  underway  and  the  demand 
has  reached  an  appropriate  level. 

However,  in  the  Town  of  Vail  a  precedent  has  been  set.  Several  years 
ago,  recognizing  the  need  for  a  mass  transit  system,  the  Town  of  Vail 
and  Vail  Associates  jointly  created  the  existing  transportation  system, 
now  in  its  second  year  of  operation.  This  may  be  the  most  practical 
mechanism  for  creating  a  transportation  authority— a  combination  of 
local  governments  and  the  ski  area  operator. 

Another  possibility  would  be  for  a  transportation  firm  to  emerge  as 
the  demand  for  mass  transit  develops. 


3c.  "Hoio  ivill  the  use  ofi  mod  buAning  fireplaces  be  limited  during 
atmospheric  inversion  pentads  (p.  20)?" 


The  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  of  the  Colorado  Department  of 
Health  is  responsible  for  administration  of  the  Colorado  Air 
Pollution  Act  of  1970.  Ambient  air  quality  standards  have  been 
established  and  monitoring  and  sampling  to  determine  if  the  standards 
are  being  met  is  also  a  responsibility  of  the  division. 

emissions  from  fireplaces  used  for  non-commercial  or  recreational 
purposes  is  exempt  from  the  regulations  (Regulation  No.  1  -  I,  A, 

Z,  d.  of  Colorado  Air  Quality  Control  Regulations. 

Although  there  are  no  planned  mitigating  measures  this  activity  is 
subject  to  state  control  by  amending  the  Air  Quality  Control 
Regulations  and  by  county  control  through  the  approval  of  plans 
and  issuance  of  permits. 

The  towns  of  Aspen  and  Vail  are  currently  facing  a  similar  problem. 
Their  experience  should  be  helpful  in  later  years  at  Beaver  Creek. 


3d.  "What  agency  mil  'develop  building  codes  to  insure  optimum 
insulation'  Ip.  20),  and  lohat  agency  mil  enforce  and 
administer  these  codes?" 
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The  Eagle  County  Building  Department  will  be  the  controlling  agency. 


3e.  "What  standards  till  be.  used  to  determine  ifi  Aoads  and  tAoils 

'hoAmonize  toith  the  natuAal  landscape  pattern,'  and  what  agency 
will  ' develop  and  enfioAcc  the  aAckitectuAol  and  building  coda 
40  development  will  harmonize  with  the  natural  netting"  [p.  20)?" 


On  National  Forest  lands,  the  Forest  Service  is  charged  with  the 
coordinated  use  and  protection  of  all  resources.  Standards  for 
harmonizing  roads  and  trails  with  the  natural  landscape  will  be 
developed  using  the  guidelines  expressed  in  the  National  Forest 
Landscape  Management,  Volume  II.  (Department  of  Agriculture  Hand¬ 
book  No.  462.) 

Architectural  codes  are  usually  formulated  by  the  developer  and 
approved  by  the  county  building  department.  The  codes  are  established 
in  covenants  and  administered  by  an  architectural  control  committee 
composed  of  residents  within  the  development. 

Eagle  County  has  a  building  inspector  on  its  staff. 


3f.  "How  will  migration  Aoutes  ofi  elk  be  protected  fiAom  development 
Ip.  21)?" 


The  spring-fall  migration  routes  within  the  Unit  have  been  identified 
by  the  Forest  Service  in  cooperation  with  the  Division  of  Wildlife. 
These  routes  will  be  considered  as  master  plans  and  project  plans 
are  made  to  continue  to  provide  big  game  access  to  and  from  winter 
range  areas. 


3g.  "What  agency  will  enact  and  enfioAce  a  dog  leash  law  (p.  21)?" 


Eagle  County  recently  has  enacted  a  dog  control  ordinance.  Funds  have 
been  appropriated  and  a  dog  catcher  has  been  hired.  A  dog  pound  is 
under  construction  in  nearby  Eagle-Vail  which  will  be  available  on 
a  leasing  basis  to  local  governments. 


3h.  "14  gAound  t eateA  o &  su^icient  quantity  and  adequate  quality  to 
help  supply  domestic  wateA  (p.  21)?  How  much  well  t eatea  will 
be  needed  to  maintain  stAeamfilow?  How  will  this  measuAe  be 
impleme.nted?" 


The  mitigating  measure  referred  to  was  a  possible  solution  and  not 
a  planned  measure. 


-96- 


Colorado  Division  of  Planning  -  page  22 


The  first  action  needed  is  to  set  up  a  stream  gauging  station  to 
monitor  Beaver  Creek.  This  has  been  arranged  for  through  a 
Cooperative  Agreement  between  Eagle  County  and  the  US  Geological 
Survey.  (See  Appendix  I.)  This  will  provide  data  for  a  minimum 
flow  determi nation.  This  determination  will  be  made  by  the  Forest 
Service  on  National  Forest  lands  and  as  dictated  by  State  law  on 
private  land.  After  a  minimum  flow  has  been  established,  alternative 
methods  of  providing  that  flow  can  be  looked  at  in  detail. 

The  intent  is  to  maintain  Beaver  Creek  in  a  B-l  classification  for 
a  cold  water  fishery. 


31.  ”Hou)  wilt  'fulling  paciAuAe'  (p.  21)  be  tio.Qulcuto.dV' 


The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  has  procedures  for  regulating  the 
fishing  pressure  on  a  given  stream  when  it  become  excessive.  These 
Include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  regulations  on  type  of  tackle 
used,  creel  limits,  age  of  fishermen  and  season  of  use. 


3 j .  (i)  ''/Vic  the.  AequiAed  eneagy  iupplies  available?" 


3j  ( 1  i )  "Will  new  aouacca  and/oA  new  tAani miAAion  f acilitieA  be 
AequiAed?  J f  ao,  what  will  be  the  impact  of,  pAoviding 
new  AouAceA  and/oA  tAanAmiAAlon  facilities?" 


Present  plans  call  for  the  provision  of  natural  gas  by  Public  Service 
Company  of  Colorado  and  electricity  by  the  Holy  Cross  Electric 
Association.  In  recent  months  the  future  availability  of  natural 
gas  has  become  less  certain.  The  alternative  plan  being  considered 
by  the  major  developers  is  to  plan  for  an  all  electric  community. 

The  Holy  Cross  Electric  Association  is  one  of  thirteen  members  of 
the  Colorado  Ute  Electric  Association.  It  has  planned  for  the 
possibility  of  all  electric  communities  in  the  Avon  Valley.  They 
have  the  power  available  from  the  Yampa  Project  at  Craig,  Colorado 
(Two  380-megawatt  generators  planned  to  be  in  operation  by  1978  and 
1979);  and  they  have  the  distribution  system  to  the  Avon  Valley. 

This  generating  project  and  the  corresponding  transmission  line  was 
planned  in  the  mid  1960s.  This  REA  project  has  gone  through  the 
planning  process  outlined  in  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  (Copies  of  the  environmental  impact  statement  are  available 
from  the  Colorado  Ute  Electric  Association,  Montrose,  Colorado.) 
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4b.  "The  bene^itA  o &  the  altemativeA  are  not  ducuAAed,  although 
the  coA-tA  one  Luted  unden.  "neaAonA  ^on  non-AeI.ectt.on." 


A  detailed  evaluation  of  all  of  the  alternatives  was  made.  A 
summary  of  the  benefits  and  costs  is  included  in  Section  VII  of 
this  report. 


4b.  (i)  "I t  u  the  determination  Division  ofi  WtldLifie  Atafifi 

that  the  tmpaet  on  the  elk  fiend  will  be  Lcaa  ifi  the  permit 
La  not  UAued  and  private  land  La  developed  fion  a  a  hi  Aite. " 


About  50%  of  the  critical  elk  winter  range  is  located  on  private 
land.  These  areas  are  critical  to  the  continuance  of  elk  wintering 
in  this  area.  If  only  private  land  was  allocated  for  development 
there  would  be  direct  conflict  between  the  elk  and  skiing  on  more 
of  the  winter  range  areas  and  less  Mon-site  mitigation"  could  occur. 

Proposing  a  public-private  development  at  Beaver  Creek  is  an  effort 
to  concentrate  the  resort  type  facilities  in  one  area  thereby 
encouraging  cluster  development  of  private  lands.  This  is  considered 
desirable  over  strip  development  that  would  be  encouraged  by  developing 
only  private  land  for  skiing. 

The  direct  and  induced  impacts  of  strip  development  on  elk  winter 
range  were  anticipated  to  be  greater  than  the  impacts  of  cluster 
development. 


4c.  "The  question  whether  on  not  a  a!U  neAont  o i  the  kind  pnopoAed 
by  the  foreAt  Service  would  be  poAAible  in  the  area  without  a 
Fonett  Service  perm.it  it  not  anAwered. " 


We  are  not  certain  of  the  writers  intent  of  the  work  "kind." 

We  are  assuming  it  means  "destination-type"  resort. 

A  destination- type  ski  resort  entirely  on  private  land  would  be 
possible.  Vail  Associates  has  indicated  that  among  the  alternatives 
it  Is  considering  is  a  private-club  arrangement. 

The  private  ski  area  could  have  a  maximum  vertical  drop  of  1,750  feet 
and  a  total  vertical  transport  feet  (V.T.F.)  of  5,770. 

A  public  ski  area  using  national  forest  and  private  lands  could  have 
a  maximum  drop  of  3,250  feet  and  a  V.T.F.  of  17,315  feet. 
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These  figures  are  important  because  they  relate  not  only  to  size  but 
to  site  quality.  To  compete  successfully  as  a  destination-type  ski 
resort  the  first  prerequisite  is  quality  skiing. 

Another  factor  relating  to  quality  skiing  is  the  snow  characteristics. 
Nearly  all  of  the  private  land  in  this  unit  is  well  below  9,000  feet. 
Generally  these  lower  areas  have  less  snow,  a  shorter  ski  season  and 
require  supplemental  snow  making.  The  quality  skiing  areas  are 
generally  on  the  National  Forest  lands  that  occupy  the  higher 
elevations.  These  factors  have  direct  effects  on  the  economic 
feasibility  of  destination-type  resorts. 

The  table  on  the  following  page  shows  a  comparative  analysis  of  the 
two  development  schemes. 
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BEAVER  CREEK  SKI  AREA  DEVELOPMENT  SCHEME 
PRIVATE  LAND  ONLY 


Lift 

Hori zontal 

Vertical 

Average  Slope 
Percent 

1 

1950 

315 

16 

2 

3000 

825 

28 

3 

3520 

765 

22 

4 

5050 

1250 

25 

5 

6050 

1530 

25 

6 

4500 

1085 

24 

■ 

~S7To 

Total  Vertical  Transport  Feet  *  5770 
Maximum  Vertical  Drop  =  1750 


BEAVER  CREEK  SKI  AREA  DEVELOPMENT  SCHEME 
PUBLIC  AND  PRIVATE  LAND 


Lift 

Horizontal 

Vertical 

Average  Slope 
Percent 

1 

7660 

2090 

27 

2 

3900 

1170 

30 

3 

4330 

840 

19 

4 

4900 

1910 

39 

5 

1950 

315 

16 

6 

4650 

1230 

26 

7 

5600 

1785 

32 

8 

1700 

240 

14 

9 

3520 

765 

22 

10 

4500 

1240 

26 

11 

5000 

1415 

28 

12 

4500 

1085 

24 

13 

5300 

1595 

30 

14 

4750 

1635 

34 

61 ,960 

TTTrnr 

Total  Vertical  Transport  Feet  =  17,315 


Maximum  Vertical  Drop  =  3250 


-100- 


Colorado  Division  of  Planning  -  page  26 


4d.  "Throughout  the.  VES,  much  emphasis  Is  placed  on  the  economic 
benefits  o/{  the  chosen  alternative.  However,  section  4  [a) 
the  Multiple  Use -Sustained  Yield  Act  (Appendix  I) 
stipulates  that  '  .  .  .some  land  will  be  used  {or  less  than 
alt  of  the  resources  .  .  .  '  and  that  resources  w lit 
mnaged  '  .  .  .  with  consideration  being  given  for  the  relative 
values  (emphasis  added)  of  the  various  resources,  and  not 
necessarily  the  combination  of  uses  that  wi.ll  give  the  great¬ 
est  dollar  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output.'  The  VES 
should  assess  each  alternative  sufficiently  to  determine  the 
relative,  values  of  the  resources  that  are  available." 


A  summary  description  of  the  various  alternatives  relating  the 
relative  values  is  included  in  Section  VII  of  this  report. 


4e.  "The  alternative  of  expanding  existing  ski  sites  (see  letter 
from  Colorado  Geological  Survey)  should  be  considered." 


Reference  is  made  to  the  Colorado  Ski  and  Winter  Recreation 
Statistics,  1973,  Table  I,  page  4.  The  sale  of  lift  tickets,  one 
measure  of  the  growth  rate  of  the  skiing  industry,  shows  that  over 
the  past  seven  skiing  seasons,  sales  have  increased  at  a  compounded 
annual  rate  of  18.8  percent.  Demand  for  skiing  facilities  is 
expected  to  grow  at  the  rate  of  10  to  15  percent. 

Relating  the  minimum  expected  growth  of  ten  (10)  percent  to  lift 
capacity  measured  in  vertical  transport  feet  (V.T.F.)  and  projected 
to  1980  an  additional  100,000  V.T.F.  is  needed  to  meet  demand. 

Only  70,000  V.T.F.  can  be  provided  by  expansion  of  existing  sites. 

It  becomes  obvious  that  expanding  existing  sites  alone  is  not 
sufficient  to  meet  even  the  lower  range  of  the  expected  demand. 
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LETTER  FROM  REGION  VIII 


U.  S.  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

(See  letter  no.  2) 


Following  are  four  general  comments: 

1 .  "The.  analyses  and  description  0(j  secondary  impacts  i n  the  Meadow 

Mountain  US  must  be  considerably  expanded  to  present  a 
general  overview  o f  such  impacts  on  the  Eagle  River,  Gore 
Creek  and  Beaver  Creek  Valleys .  The  environmental  analysis 
f wports  for  this  area  being  prepared  by  ROMCOE  are  good  refer¬ 
ences  for  this  general  overview  of  secondary  impacts." 

The  ROMCOE  studies  have  been  used  extensively  as  a  basis  for  an 
expanded  treatment  of  secondary  impacts.  Section  lib,  for  example, 
presents  estimates  of  the  expected  increases  in  visitors,  employment, 
and  new  households  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley.  In  combination,  at 
full  development  of  the  proposed  winter  sports  area,  these  secondary 
impacts  will  create  most  of  the  adverse  impacts  in  the  surroundinq 
valleys. 

Section  IV  has  also  been  expanded  to  describe  the  potential  adverse 
effects  associated  with  secondary  impacts.  Fifteen  topics  of 
secondary  effects,  such  as  the  need  for  housing,  energy  consumption, 
and  school  requirements  have  been  presented  with  mitigating  actions. 

The  ROMCOE  reports  were  used  extensively  throughout  the  preparation 
of  this  report. 

2.  "The  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  should  analyze  the  adequacy  of  Federal 

and  local  legal  authorities  and  plans  presently  available  to 
control  secondary  impacts.  The  EJS  should  detail  the  govern¬ 
mental  actions  which  must  be  taken  to  adequately  control 
secondary  impacts  before  a  special  land  use  permit  is  issued  to 
Vail  Associates  for  the  development  of  the  Beaver  Creek  Ski 
Area.  The  EIS  should  specify  in  detail  the  actions  which  the 
Forest  Service  will  take  to  coordinate  their  Federal  actions 
with  county  and  local  actions  to  prevent  or  mitigate  secondary 
impacts.  Unless  these  plans  and  actions  are  spelled  out  in 
more  detail,  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  they  are  or 
ever  will  be  practical  and  available  for  use." 

In  the  expanded  discussion  of  effects  (Section  IV),  the  report 
describes  two  types  of  mitigating  actions:  planned  measures  and 
suggested  measures.  When  a  mitigating  action  is  beyond  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  the  Forest  Service,  the  responsible  agency  has  been  identified. 
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When  the  mitigating  action  lies  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Forest 
Service,  documentation  for  the  planned  measure  has  been  provided 
where  possible. 

Colorado's  newly  enacted  Land  Use  Act  (House  Bill  #1041),  clarifies 
the  roles  and  responsibilities  between  State  agencies  and  local 
government.  The  suggested  measures  described  above  are  based  on  the 
Land  Use  Act  of  1974  where  applicable. 


3.  "An  envlAonmental  tnpact  itcU.me.rvt  ikould  be  pA.epaA.ed  pAioA 

to  the  liiuance  of  a  ipeclal  land  u&e  penmlt  to  Vcul  A aoclatei , 
Inc.,  foA  the  development  of  the  BeaveA  CAeek  aAea.  Thli  EJS 
iln.ou.ld  contain  a  veAij  detailed  dlicuiilon  of  iecondaA y  l mpacti 
on  the  bogle  RlveA,  Goac  CAeek,  and  BeaveA  CAeek  valleyi.  Thli 
LIS  ikould  ipeclfy  In  iome  detail  cohat  Fedenal,  State  and  local 
plam  and  legal  aiUhoAltlei  one  In  effect  to  pAevent  oa  mitigate 
iecondaAy  Impacti.  Specifically,  the  EJS  ikould  Indicate  kow 
the  Accommcndatloni  of  the  R 0MC0E  AepoAti  colli  be  Implmented 
and  enfoAced.  The  ipeclflcatly  cooAded  condltlom  of  the  ipeclal 
uie  penmit  ikould  be  Included." 


This  statement  presents  a  proposal  for  the  future  management  of  National 
Forest  lands  within  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  The  feasible 
alternatives  for  land  allocation  were  studied  and  are  summarized  in 
Section  VII  of  this  report. 

Since  the  principal  issue  in  this  planning  effort  was  the  development 
of  a  winter  sports  site,  alternative  schemes  for  development  of  a 
ski  area  were  also  analyzed.  This  step  was  necessary  to  address  the 
primary  and  secondary  impacts  and  effects  of  such  a  development. 

This  analysis  drew  heavily  on  the  R0MC0E  planning  effort. 

Sections  II,  III  and  IV  of  this  report  have  been  expanded  to  provide 
the  requested  information  concerning  secondary  impacts  and  effects. 

The  R0MC0E  reports  have  been  used  throughout  the  planning  process. 

This  final  statement,  however,  cites  these  findings  much  more  exten¬ 
sively. 


4.  " Co ncuAAently  colth  the  land  me  and  pAoject  planning  at  BeaveA 

CAeek,  the  FoAeit  SeAvlce  ikould  comldeA  developing  a  functional 
plan  foA  lolnteA  iponti  Aecneatlon  thAougkout  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Region  of  the  FoAeit  SeAvlce.  It  li  oua  undemtandlng  that  iome 
coonh  along  thli  line  kai  alAeady  been  completed.  An  EJS  ikould 
be  pAepaned  upon  completion  of  thli  oveAvlew  functional  plan. 

At  the  pAeient  time.  It  li  difficult  to  evaluate  the  cumulative 
Inpacti  of  colnteA  AecAeatlon  ilte  development  on  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Region  and  to  evaluate  the  tnadeoffi  of  iuch  altenna- 
tlvei  ai  Maable,  UlnteA  PaAk,  BeaveA  CAeek  and  otheA  iltei. 

Such  an  oveAvlew  plan  would  pAovlde  an  aaeiiment  of  foAecaited 
colnteA  AecAeatcon  needi  and  development  potential." 
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It  is  agreed  that  a  region-wide  plan  for  winter  sports  areas  is 
needed.  And,  as  the  plan  relates  to  Colorado,  the  implications  of 
the  new  Land  Use  Act  (House  Bill  #1041),  should  be  considered.  Ski 
areas  can  create  new  towns,  which  is  an  "activity  of  State  interest." 
Thus,  selection  of  winter  sports  areas,  in  Colorado,  should  be 
approached  within  the  context  of  the  State's  emerging  growth  policy. 

The  Forest  Service  is  willing  to  work  with  State  agencies  and  local 
governments  in  developing  a  statewide  outdoor  recreation  plan.  (See 
the  discussion  in  the  Colorado  Clearinghouse  Letter,  Letter  No.  1, 
Question  No.  1 .  c.  (iii ). ) 

Following  are  nine  detailed  comments  starting  on  paqe  3  of  the  EPA 
letter. 


1 .  " The  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  problem*  with 

air  quality,  and  the  data  on  the  mitigating  action*  suggested 
l*  Incomplete .  It  l*  stated  that  the  use  of,  natural  gas  rather 
than  mod  burning  fireplaces  would  help  alleviate  the  ah  quality 
problems.  If  this  suggestion  l*  to  be  considered  a*  a  hue 
mitegating  measure,  the  EIS  must  Indicate  how  the  Forest  Service 
will  Implement  and  enforce  It.  They  must  also  take  non-Forest 
Service  land  Into  consideration ;  the  projected  Impact*  from 
tiie*e  land*  axe  mo*t  Important,  a*  they  axe  not  undex  F oxe*t 
Sexvlce  juxl*dlctlon.  Thexe  l*  no  evidence  of  consultation  with 
the  State  on  the  problem*  of  ah  pollution.  Since  State  law* 
and  regulation*  would  have  to  be  met,  thexe  *hould  be  *ome 
consultation  with  the  State  and  the  EIS  should  reflect  this 
consultation. 

"The  suggestion  for  a  mas*  transit  system  also  does  not  Indicate 
that  It  would  actually  be  Implemented,  how  It  would  be  Imple¬ 
mented,  or  who  has  the  authority  over  It.  All  of  this  must  be 
discussed  If  this  Is  to  be  considered  as  a  possible  mitigating 
measure.  How  will  the  local  mass  transit  system  relate  to  the 
regional  mass  transit  system  out  of  Venvex?  In  response  to  the 
EPA  comments  on  the  OJlntex  Park  EIS,  the  Forest  Service  Indicated 
that  conditions  relating  to  mass  transit  Incentives  would  be 
Included  In  winter  sports  special  use  permits  as  rapidly  as 
possible.  Consideration  should  be  given  to  Including  such 
conditions  In  the  eventual  special  use  permit  fox  Beaver  Creek." 


A  summary  of  the  R0MC0E  Air  Quality  Study  has  been  included  in  Section 
IV  of  this  report.  Two  air  basins  have  been  defined  in  the  Avon 
Valley  and  the  amount  of  time  required  to  exceed  Federal  air  standards 
was  calculated  with  and  without  the  development  of  a  ski  area.  (See 
the  Air  Quality  topic  in  Section  IV.) 


-104- 


Environmental  Protection  Agency  -  page  4 


Jn  addressing  adverse  effects  in  Section  IV,  a  distinction  has  been 
made  between  the  two  types  of  mitigating  actions:  planned  measures 
an  suggested  measures.  Planned  measures  are  those  measures  for  which 
commitment  to  act  can  be  identified.  For  example,  in  many  instances 
tie  authority  to  control  a  potentially  adverse  effect  has  already 
been  vested  in  a  governmental  body  via  legislation.  Where  this  is 
the  case,  the  agency,  the  legislation,  and  when  possible,  the  governing 
standards  have  been  Identified.  Other  forms  of  planned  measures 
include  cooperative  agreements  and  letters  of  intent  that  show  a 
commitment  to  take  action. 

Other  suggested  mitigating  actions  have  also  been  included  when  a 
commitment  to  act  has  not  been  identified.  These  include  suggestions 
or  new  approaches  to  the  problems  and  are  intended  to  stimulate 
thinking  on  the  subject.  References  to  how  the  problem  was  handled 
in  other  situations  are  cited. 

For  example,  the  use  of  mass  transit  as  a  means  to  reduce  automotive 
emissions  Is  a  suggested  measure--not  a  planned  measure  which  would 
be  Implemented  by  the  Forest  Service.  At  this  early  stage  in  the 
planning  process,  there  is  no  commitment  for  an  operator.  However, 

Vail  Associates  and  the  Town  of  Vail  found  the  joint  sponsorship  of 
a  bus  system  to  be  mutually  advantageous  as  the  Town  of  Vail  grew. 

That  experience  should  prove  of  value  in  the  Beaver  Creek  situation 
as  the  area  grows.  (For  further  information,  see  the  Colorado  Clear¬ 
inghouse  Letter,  Question  3b.) 

2.  "77 ie  discussion  of  the  impact*  on  m, ten  quality  axe  inadequate. 

The  statement  is  made  on  page  18  that  the  most  significant 
effect  on  loate r  quality  would  occjux  in  the  Beau  ex  Creek  dxatnage 
as  a  result  of  ski  axea  and  resort  development  with  the  attendant 
transportation  system.  Surfacing  of  parking  lots,  road  construc- 
txon,  budding  construction  axe  example*  of  activities  that  can 
altex  flow  patterns  of  the  watershed.  Projections  of  the 
magnitude  of  this  occurrence,  should  be  described  in  detail. 

The  final  statement  should  include  a  projection  based  on  State 
quality  standards ,  as  to  the  effect  on  instream  water 
quality,  both  during  construction  and  after  "stabilization"  ot 
the  development."  0 

Projection  of  Impacts  in  specific  and  quantitative  terms  should 
Include: 

A.  Alterations  in  flow--both  increases  and  decreases. 

B.  Expected  chemical  changes  in  water  quality. 

C.  Aesthetic  changes  associated  with  stream  flow  manipulation. 

L).  A  detailed  evaluation  of  septic  tank  use  in  the  area. 
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E.  Sediinentation/erosion  problems  arising  from  construction 
activities.  Refer  to  EPA  publication  entitled  "Methods  for 
Identifying  and  Evaluating  the  Nature  and  Extent  of  non-point 
sources  of  Pollutants." 

In  addition  to  the.  above-mentioned  points,  the  Colonado  ItlateA  Pollution 
Control  agencies  should  be  contacted  fon  Input  Into  the  planning  process . 
Specifically ,  the  jonoposed  land  allocation  should  be  Aelated  to  Side 
wden  pollution  pAogAams  such  as  the  303(e)  planning  pAocess  and 
possible  2 OS  planning  aAea  designation. 

The  authoniti.es  fon  caAAying  out  the  outlined  mitigating  measunes 
(page  li  and  19)  should  be  outlined  in  the  final  stdemed.  This  should 
include  the  agency  (Fedenal,  Side,  local )  nesponsibility  fon  enfonce- 
ment  of  such  measunes.  If  no  neguldions  on  authonities  exist,  this 
should  be  cleanly  sided.  It  should  be  made  clean  whethen  pcnmits 
would  be  issued  be f one  such  authonities  exist.  In  othen  wonds,  will 
pnovisions  fon  -bnplementing  all  outlined  mitigating  measunes  be 
nequined  to  be  passed  and  in  effect  befone  issuing  use  penmits ? 

The  evaluation  of  the  detailed  impacts  of  this  pnoject  cannot  be 
delayed  any  longen.  In  onden  to  evalude  the  desinability  on  undesin- 
ability  of  development,  on  even  to  evalude  the  pnefenned  level 
development,  one  must  have  specific,  quantified  infonmation.  Once 
a  management  decision  is  made  to  designde  the  anea  as  a  widen  sponts 
site  much  of  the  oppontunity  fon  aliening  decisions  based  on  envinon- 
mental  considenation  is  lost.  This  points  out  the  necessity  fon  a 
detailed  evaluation  of  the  decision  befone  it  is  finalized.  The  infon- 
mation  thd  we  one  nequesting  is  necessany  if  this  evaluation  is  to 
be  thonough  and  objective. 

The  treatment  of  water  quality  in  the  final  statement  has  been 
separated  into  three  categories: 

.  The  water  supply  requirement. 

.  Water  quality  and  surface  run-off. 

.  Water  quality  and  sewage  treatment. 

Estimates  have  been  made  of  the  impact  in  each  of  these  areas.  For 
example,  stream  flow  in  Beaver  Creek  is  an  important  consideration 
relating  to  the  water  quality.  The  U.  S.  Geologic  Survey  and  Vail 
Associates  have  entered  into  a  cooperative  agreement  to  monitor  stream 
flow  in  Beaver  Creek.  (A  copy  of  the  Agreement  is  in  Appendix  I.) 

The  base  data  developed  in  this  program  will  be  used  to  determine 
optimum  stream  flows.  Where  diversions  are  planned  on  National 
Forest  land,  the  Forest  Service  is  responsible  for  determining 
the  amount  of  stream  flow  necessary  to  protect  National  Forest 
values.  State  laws  govern  where  diversions  are  planned  on  private 
land. 
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Legal  autnorities  now  exist  in  the  form  of  stream  standards  and  point 
source  standards.  (The  State  of  Colorado  is  required  to  develop 
non-point  standards  by  January  1,  1975.)  Authorities  for  control 
and  regulation  of  water  quality  in  the  area  surrounding  the  proposed 
action  are  identified  in  the  two  sections  on  that  subject  in  Section 
IV. 


J.  "The.  area  to  be  a^facted  [appropriately  20  mile*  west  Vail, 

Colorado,  near  the  l aglet  West-Gore  Print tive  Area,  and  adjacent 
to  tne  Holy  Cross  Roadless  A rea)  is  the  center  ofi  some  o $  the 
l iocktj  Mountain*  most  interne  development  and  use  pressures. 

"'I he  Holy  Cross  aAea  is  a  popular  backcountry  area,  although  it 
is  already  surrounded  by  existing  and  proposed  water  development* , 
towns,  mine*,  and  recreational  areas.  dew  development  in  the 
anea  would  make  Holy  Coo**  even  more  ofi  an  'i&land'  than  it 
pres  ently  i* . 

"The  development  at  Vail  itsel ha*  nearly  filled  the  Gore  Creek 
Valley  with  structures .  Vail  Village  i*  only  a  mall  part 
a  strip  ofi  town  oven.  1 5  mile*  long.  A  major  development  at 
Heaven  Creek,  a*  i*  proposed,  would  create  another  growth  pole 
which  could  *end  development  to  meet  that  coming  faom  Vail  and 
would  *end  ano then  similar  strip  o  development  westward  down 
tne  Lagle  iilveA  Valley. 

"The  ueaveA  Cneek  pn opo*al  mu*t  take  all  these  Aegional  and 
larger  conceAJi*  into  consideration.  The  l npacts  o,(  the  pAopo*ed 
development  on  it*  Imediate  aAea  are  major.  The  impact*  ofi  the 
pAoposed  development  on  a  much  longer  area  are  ju*t  a*  important 
a*  the  immediate  one*.  A  broad  view  ofi  the  impact*  ofi  the  pnopo*ed 
development  is  nece**ary,  far  there  i*  a  need  to  recognize  what 
this  development  would  do  to  a  large  area  ofi  the  Colorado  mountain*. 

"This  need  far  an  evaluation  o £  *econdary  impact*  i*  a  point 
brought  out  by  tiie  recently  published  Guideline*  faom  CEO.  The 
^inal  *tatement  mu*t  include  a  detailed  analy*i*  o<(  the  secondary 
Inpact*  associated  with  the  development  o{  the  area." 


In  tne  expanded  treatment  of  adverse  effects  (Section  IV),  the  affected 
area  nas  been  determined  by  the  nature  of  the  subject.  For  example, 
the  major  impacts  on  the  air  quality  was  determined  by  the  air  basin 
definition  provided  by  ROMCOE.  The  effect  on  the  school  system  was 
deemed  to  be  tne  boundaries  of  the  school  district.  No  attempt  has 
been  made  to  limit  tne  effects  of  the  secondary  impacts  to  the  boundaries 
of  the  Planning  Unit. 


4.  "Aa  indicated  above,  there  is  a  real  need  fan  a  comprehensive  plan 
far  tie  development  ofi  winter  recreation  sites,  in  the  Rocky 
Mountain*.  With  such  a  plan,  one  could  get  some  idea  just  how 
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much  de.vnZcpne.nX  it  expected  and  how  soon.  It  it  stated  on 
Page  14  that  [/ail  Associates,  Inc.,  plan  to  level  off  the  develop¬ 
ment  at  Malt  when  It  beaches  an  'optimum  level.'  A  definition  of 
what  li>  meant  by  'optimum'  would  be  most  helpful  keAc.  Thetie  is 
also  a  need  to  gain  6 owe  idea  of  what  would  be  optimum  development 
foh  the  oeavcA  Cheek  ahea,  and  alto  foh  the  Ghouse  Cheek-M cCoy 
aheas .  Pchtphehal  development  that  [/ail  Associates  cannot  conthol 
mutt  alto  be  considehed.  The  phessuhe  to  develop  aheat  foh  the 
phofit  involved  will  suhely  be  just  at  inte.nse  in  the  futuhe  as 
it  it  now.  In  ohdei  to  achieve  tome  contAol  ovca  the  ghowth  and 
development  of  this  anea,  the  Tohest  SeAvice  should  wohk  out  some 
long- hang e  plant  in  coohdination  with  otheh  govehnmental  unitt 
and  set  some  limitations  on  the  hate  of  ghowth  and  the  amount 
in  any  one  ahea. " 


As  indicated  above  in  response  to  Question  No.  4  of  the  General  Comments, 
tne  Forest  Service  is  willing  to  cooperate  with  State  agencies  and 
local  governments  in  providing  information  for  development  of  a  state¬ 
wide  recreation  plan. 

lne  "optimum"  size  of  a  ski  area  refers  to  the  balanced  design  capacity 
considering  the  capabilities  of  both  the  mountain  and  the  base  area, 
tne  current  design  capacity  of  Vail  Mountain  is  7,500  (1973-74  season), 
(ne  eventual  design  capacity  is  planned  to  be  11,000,  which  will  be 
achieved  by  19tsu.  Tnis  optimum  size  was  determined  through  coordinated 
planning  by  the  developer,  tne  Town  of  Vail  and  the  Forest  Service. 

Based  on  planning  to  date,  the  optimum  size  for  the  Beaver  Creek  site 
is  a  design  day  capacity!/  of  7,500  skiers.  This  may  be  adjusted  up 
or  down  as  the  area  developes  and  more  information  becomes  available. 


5.  "Tne  helatively  undeveloped  natuhe  of  lahge  segments  of  the 
Colohado  Mountaint  it  considehed  by  many  to  be  the  numbeh  one 
asset  of  the  State.  The  Colohado  Land  Use  Commission  has 
hccommended  in  theih  hecently  published  hepoht,  A  Land  Use 
Phogham  foh  Colohado,  that  State  policy  allow  foh  'a  slight 
Zncheate  in  ~tJie  Mountains'  of  population  and  economic  development. 
A  6-1%  incheate  peh  yeah  [as  the  cuhhent  F ohest  SeAvice  phoposal 
sta-tes ,  Page  14)  does  not  follow  this  hecommendation  foh  a 
'slight'  ghowth  incheate,  a  decision  made  by  a  State  agency  that 
is  changed  with  land  use  concehns.  Pehhaps  mohe  consultation 
with  Siat.e  agencies  such  as  the  Colohado  Land  Use  Commission 
would  help  to  bhing  about  an  undent  landing  about  the  needs  of 
the  people  of  Colohado  as  well  as  the  need  to  photect  the 
mountain  envihoment  as  much  as  possible." 


IT  design  Jay  Capacity  -  the  average  of  the  top  thirty  attendance  days. 
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Hie  Colorado  Land  Use  Commission  recommended  a  slight  increase  in 
population  in  the  mountain  region.  However,  the  Land  Use  Commission 
did  not  specify  what  it  meant  by  a  "slight"  increase.  Further,  it 
must  be  remembered  that  the  Land  Use  Commission  was  comprised  of 
private  citizens  supDorted  by  a  staff  with  the  charge  to  make 
recommendations  for  a  land  use  policy.  In  the  last  session  of  the 
Colorado  Legislature  the  Bill  which  finally  emerged  as  the  Land  Use 
Act  was  based  on  a  competing  set  of  proposals  from  the  Interim 
Legislative  Committee  (ILC).  One  of  the  land  allocation  alterna¬ 
tives  whicn  was  rejected  would  have  created  a  ski  area  with  a  design 
capacity  of  more  than  20,000  skiers  per  day.  One  of  the  main  reasons 
which  contributed  to  the  rejection  of  this  alternative  was  a  sensitivity 
to  a  growing  concern  for  the  rate  of  growth  in  Eagle  County. 

The  Forest  Service  is  willing  to  lend  its  resources  and  expertise  in 
development  of  regional  plans  as  they  relate  to  public  land  management. 

A  coordinated  approach  is  definitely  required. 


o.  "u Utile  we  deher  to  the.  expertise  oh  the  Ve.paAttr.ent  o h  Health, 
education  and  Uelhare,  we  would  like  to  mention  briehly  a  {ew 
observations  about  the  situation  oh  the  people  oh  hlintuAn.  The 
LIS  states  that  as  the  Gilman  mine  Is  doted  down  these  people 
will  be  unemployed  and  that  job  AetAalnlng  would  give  them  jobs 
at  the  new  Beaver  CAeek  development.  It  seems  unusual  that  they 
could  &lnd  good  employmetit  oppoAtunltles  at  BeaveA  CAeek  that  have 
not  been  available  at  Vail.  I h  there  would  Indeed  be  a  pAogAam 
oh  AetAalnlng,  a  dehlnlte  commitment  should  be  made  by  the 
developers  to  pAovlde  It." 


definite  coiini tments  have  been  made  by  developers  to  assist  local 
residents  in  securing  jobs.  A  Manpower  Committee  has  been  formed 
between  members  of  Spanish-Amerlcan  groups  in  nearby  towns  and  major 
developers.  Pocky  Mountain  College  has  provided  leadersnip  and  a 
full-time  coordinator  for  these  activities.  Further  work  needs  to 
be  done  as  more  employers  come  into  the  area  to  bring  them  into  the 
activities  of  the  Manpower  Committee.  (See  the  Employment  Opportunity 
topic  in  Section  IV  of  this  statement.) 


/.  "The  Impact  that  the  developmett  would  have  on  the  laAgeA  area 
around  Beaver  CAeek  must  be  Aecognlzed.  The  pAoblems  associated 
icith  all  the  peripheral  development,  however,  are  leht  to  the 
local  goveAnments  to  woAk  out. 

It.  is  also  pointed  out  that  the  decision  to  allow  development  at 
BeaveA  CAeek  will  not  have  any  ehhzct  on  the  development  oh  the 
aAea.  On  page  26  oh  the  IIS  It  Is  stated: 


Toa  those  lands  outside  the  Motional  Forest,  long-term 
agricultural  productivity  would  be  lost  In  the  development 
oh  an  urban  community.  This  trans  ho  Amotion  oh  private 
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land  frnom  a  rural  state  to  a  developed  state  has  already 
started  and  is  likely  to  continue  regardless  o^  the  use  o  & 
die  surrounding  National  Forest  land.  It  is  an  eventuality 
to  be  controlled  by  the  people  o£  Eagle  County  through 
their  Hasten  Planning  Pnoces- & . ' 

"Leaving  the  complete  control  ofi  peripheral  development  associated 
with  the  beaver  Creek  proposal  to  the  County  and  its  Hasten  Plan 
does  not  necognl ze  the  nealities  o{,  what  takes  place  at  this 
level  when  development  pressures  anise  {in  this  case  thene  would 
be  tnemendous  development  pness ones --[/ail  land  pnices  senve 
witness  to  this).  Honey  and  associated  developmental  pnessunes 
too  ofaen  have  to  mi  local  plans  apant,  in  fact,  what  stays  ’local' 
and  what  becomes  'new  developmental  wishes'  is  no  longen  a  veny 
clean  distinction.  Thene  is  no  neason  to  believe  that  this  will 
not  be  the  case  in  this  situation. 

"On  page  24,  it  is  stated: 

'The  County  Hasten  Plan  stnives  fan  balanced  gnowth.  by 
requiring  a  commensunate  economic  base  as  a  pnenequisite 
to  high-density  development,  developing  only  to  a  planned 
level,  excessive  building  fan  second  homes  can,  hopefully, 
be  avoided.  ( emphasis  by  EPA) . ' 

"Thene  is  a  need  -to  adequately  analyze  the  ovenall  local,  negional, 
and  Statewide  impact  this  action  will  have." 


In  the  discussion  of  adverse  effects  (Section  IV),  the  impacted  areas 
vary  with  the  nature  of  the  effect.  Relative  to  specific  types  of 
impacts,  the  recently  enacted  State  Land  Use  Act  provides  for  formal 
coordination  between  Counties  and  State  agencies.  This  legislation 
provides  for  the  County  to  designate  "matters  of  State  interest"  and 
develop  guidelines  for  the  administration  of  many  aspects  of  develop¬ 
ment. 


6.  "On  page  22,  whene  the  substantial  enengy  requirements  o &  the 
pnoposed  development  one  mentioned,  the  consequences  o &  powen 
p  no  duetto  n  one  not  analyzed.  It  is  stated  that  the  environmental 
efaects  o the  nequined  enengy  production  t,aill  be  handled  by 
other  Federal  agencies.  There  is  a  need  to  necognize  the 
nealities  ofi  the  severe  detriments  that  energy  pnoduction  in 
the  West  is  bringing  about,  even  with  the  available  mitigative 
measures . 

" 1 a  the  opportunity  fan  ski  development  on  private  land  exists, 
the  E1S  should  provide  data  to  indicate  that  this  is  indeed  the 
case.  A  minimum  accounting  would  include  size  o&  private  land, 
its  topography,  snowball  amounts,  exposure,  wind  conditions, 
etc.  This  is  a  major  point  that  must  be  explicitly  detailed  so 
as  to  leave  no  doubt  that  a  ski  development  would  be  a  real 
probability  even  without  the  use  oft  Forest  Service  land." 
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The  "energy  consumption"  topic  in  Section  IV.  F.  provides  estimates  of 
the  natural  gas  and  electricity  requirements--wi th  and  without  the 
development  of  a  ski  area.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  the  Rural 
Electric  Association's  Yampa  Project  is  currently  going  through  the 
public  hearing  process  of  its  environmental  statement. 

A  ski  area  totally  on  private  land  is  possible  at  Beaver  Creek.  It 
would  have  a  design  capacity  for  approximately  2,500  skiers  per  day 
which  would  be  about  35%  of  the  proposed  7,000  skiers  per  day.  (See 
Colorado  Clearinghouse  Letter  No.  4c  for  a  more  detailed  discussion  of 
lift  capacities,  etc.)  That  portion  of  the  Beaver  Creek  resort  on 
private  land  has  been  approved  by  Eagle  County. 

y.  "In  the  A Itemative*  and  the  Advent e  Ejects  and  Hltcgatcng 

Action  *ectcon*  the.  El S,  it  a*  pointed  out  that  the  development 
a*  propo*ed  would  enjoy  the  benefit*  to  be  derived  irom  coordina¬ 
tion  with  National  Fore*t  planning.  A l*o,  numerous  mitigating 
action*  are  opened  that  would  help  protect  water  quality ,  air 
quality,  wildlife  and  aesthetic  value*. 

" There  i*  no  indication,  however,  o ^  how  thi*  ' coordination'  i* 
to  be  o(>  benefit.  There  i*  no  Indication  oj,  actual  arrangement* 
that  would  be  initiated  to  provide  tiie  mitigating  action*.  How 
can  the  eventual  *peclal  land  u*e  permit  be  conditioned  to 
control  impact*?" 

It  is  the  nature  of  long-term,  dynamic  developments  that  cooperative 
arrangements  are  made  as  needs  arise  and  detail  planning  progresses. 
Some  arrangements  are  already  in  effect  and  others  are  in  the  forma¬ 
tive  stages.  It  is  expected  that  many  additional  ones,  as  yet 
unforeseen,  will  be  made  in  years  to  come. 

The  following  are  summaries  of  arrangements  that  have  occurred  or  are 
planned : 

Development  of  a  master  plan  for  school  facilities  in  Eagle 
County  was  recently  completed.  Financing  for  this  work  (about 
$10,000)  was  contributed  by  area  development  firms  and  indiv  - 
duals. 

Public  commitments  have  been  made  by  Eagle-Vail,  Benchmark, 
Arrowhead,  and  Vail  Associates  to  train  and  hire  local  Spanish 
Americans. 

There  has  been  cooperation  of  land  owners  and  residents  of  a 
mobile  home  court  to  develop  mutually  the  plans  for  relocation 
of  the  residents  (Benchmark). 

A  cooperative  agreement  between  Vail  Associates  and  the  U.  S. 
Geologic  Survey  to  monitor  water  quality  in  Beaver  Creek  is 
currently  in  operation. 


-Ill- 


Environmental  Protection  Agency  -  page  11 


There  is  currently  a  cooperative  agreement  among  residents  of 
the  Avon  area  to  operate  a  day-care  center  with  financial  support 
from  Benchmark  and  Vail  Associates. 

Numberous  agreements  have  been  made  among  the  four  major 
developers  and  the  County  on  the  location  of  water  and  sewer 
lines,  drainage  plans,  road  alignment,  traffic  intersections, 
locations  for  churches,  schools,  parks  and  playgrounds. 

There  are  commitments  by  Arrowhead,  Benchmark,  Eagle-Vail,  and 
Vail  Associates  to  supply  resident  housing--more  than  2,000 
units--over  the  next  twenty  years. 

The  Town  of  Vail  and  Vail  Associates  are  co-operators  of  the  Vail 
mass  transit  system.  They  have  publicly  stated  their  interest 
in  extending  the  present  bus  system  in  Vail  to  the  Beaver  Creek 
area  (about  ten  miles). 

Letters  of  intent  between  government  agencies  and  private 
landowners  of  protect  key  tracts  for  wildlife  winter  range 
are  included  in  Appendix  I. 

More  agreements  and  coordination  will  be  initiated  as  planning 
progresses.  The  special  land  use  permit  is  written  to  control  on¬ 
site  effects.  Off-site  effects  are  not  directly  controllable  through 
the  permit.  The  permit  does,  however,  provide  for  a  development 
schedule  that  can  be  used  to  regulate  the  rate  of  development.  An 
arrangement  would  be  needed  between  the  Forest  Service,  the  local 
government  and  the  developer.  This  would  be  a  form  of  control  for 
mitigating  some  of  the  off-site  effects. 


(Additional  responses  to  letters  are  continued  on  the  next  page.) 
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BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  -  DISTRICT  MANAGER  (See  letter  No.  4) 

Please  see  map  on  Plate  C  inside  back  cover  for  location  of  manage¬ 
ment  units. 

The  proposed  action  would  result  in  the  direct  loss  of  9,000  acres 
presently  classified  as  roadless  area. 

Sections  II,  III,  and  IV  of  this  report  have  been  expanded  to  clarify 
secondary  impacts  and  potential  effects. 

Section  IV  A  7  reflects  the  threatened  classification  of  the  prairie 
falcon. 

Section  IV  specifies  the  Planned  Measures  to  mitigate  the  effects  of 
this  specific  situation.  These  have  been  separated  from  other 
suggested  measures  that  could  probably  apply  to  a  broader  area. 

Text  corrected  to  reflect  the  loss  of  one  pair  of  prairie  falcons. 


USUI  -  BUREAU  OF  MINES  (See  letter  No.  5) 

A  mineral  survey  will  be  made  before  any  areas  are  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry. 


BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION  (See  letter  No.  7) 

The  sale  of  ski  lift  tickets  in  Colorado  is  growing  at  an  annual  rate 
of  18  percent  over  the  past  seven  ski  seasons.  The  total  demand  for 
skiing  on  the  White  River  National  Forest  is  expected  to  grow  at  the 
rate  of  lu-15  percent  per  year. 

Environmental  analysis  using  a  multi-discipline  approach  and  with 
commensurate  public  involvement  is  considered  normal  procedure  for 
the  more  specific  site  assessments. 

The  description  of  the  proposed  action  and  the  effects  have  been 
expanded  in  this  report.  "Planned  Measures"  have  been  discussed 
separably  from  "Suggested  Measures." 

A  summary  of  the  alternative  analysis  is  included  in  Section  VII. 


-113- 


UNITED  STATES  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  (See  letter  No.  6) 


Thank  you  for  the  additional  information.  The  alternative  development 
schemes  for  the  ski  area  development  were  reviewed  in  the  ROMCOE 
analysis,  a  summary  of  which  is  included  in  Appendix  H. 

A  cooperative  agreement  has  been  entered  into  between  Vail  Associates 
and  the  U.  S.  Geological  Survey  to  establish  a  water  monitoring  system 
In  Beaver  Creek.  (See  Agreement  Appendix  I)  This  will  lead  to  the 
establishment  of  optimum  stream  flows. 

Our  general  revegetation  requirements  are  that  disturbed  land  be 
seeded,  mulched,  and  fertilized  within  10  days  of  disturbance.  The 
mulch  provides  an  immediate  ground  cover.  Summer  rainfall  is 
adequate  in  this  locality  and  irrigation  is  not  needed. 


U.  S.  SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE  (See  letter  No.  11) 

The  five  irrigation  ditches  referred  to  make  up  the  inventory  for  the 
entire  Unit.  Only  two  of  these  ditches  are  in  the  Beaver  Creek 
Management  Unit  and  would  be  eliminated  by  development. 

No  change  is  anticipated  with  the  other  ditches. 

The  Forest  Service  interdisciplinary  team  that  conducted  the  analysis 
of  the  Unit  identified  the  threatened  wildlife  species. 

The  area  does  not  contain  any  animal  species  considered  to  be 
"endangered." 


No  wetlands  are  affected  by  this  proposal. 


COLORADO  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  (See  letter  No.  12) 


Sections  II,  III,  and  IV  have  been  expanded  with  respect  to  secondary 
impacts  and  effects.  Specific  maps  and  tables  referred  to  are 
included,  however  the  bulky  reports  can  only  be  referenced.  Alterna¬ 
tive  development  schemes  for  the  Beaver  Creek  proposal  evaluated  by 
the  ROMCOE  analysis  can  be  reviewed  in  its  published  report.  (See 
also  Appendix  A  and  H.)  An  overlay  process  was  used  to  evaluate  these 
schemes  against  mass  movement  and  erosion  hazard. 

A  summary  of  the  analysis  of  alternatives  is  included  in  Section  VII. 
The  mix  of  uses  defined  in  the  proposed  action  met  the  evaluation 
criteria  more  fully  than  the  alternatives. 

Lift  ticket  sales  in  Colorado  have  grown  at  the  rate  of  18  percent 
over  the  past  seven  ski  seasons.  Demand  for  skiing  facilities  on 
the  White  River  National  Forest  is  expected  to  grow  at  the  rate  of 
10  to  15  percent.  An  estimated  seventy  (70)  percent  of  the  demand 
between  1970  and  1980  can  be  met  by  expansion  of  existing  sites. 
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Eagle  County  will  enforce  their  recently  enacted  dog  leash  law  and 
the  Colorado  Uivision  of  Wildlife  is  charged  with  regulations  on 
fishing. 

The  effect  on  solid  waste  facilities  is  quantified  in  Section  IV.  D. 

COLORADO  UIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE  (See  letter  No.  14) 

Tne  text  of  this  letter  was  included  in  tne  letter  sent  by  the 
Colorado  Division  of  Planning  which  is  answered  in  detail  in  the 
beginning  of  this  report  section. 


WARD  OF  WATER  COMMISSIONERS  (See  letter  No.  16) 

Although  we  agree  wastewater  treatment  facilities  and  certified 
operating  personnel  are  important,  we  do  not  have  the  authority 
to  set  these  standards.  It  is  our  intent  to  ensure  that  the  water 
quality  on  the  National  Forest  is  maintained  and  to  work  quality 
with  the  appropriate  state,  county,  and  private  entities  to  main¬ 
tain  the  State  of  Colorado's  B-l  classification. 

The  report  does  not  address  the  salinity  problem  in  the  upoer 
Colorado  River  Basin.  It  is  our  opinion  that  effects  of  the 
proposed  action  on  salinity  would  be  insignificant. 

The  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area 
is  addressed  in  Section  IV.  M.  of  this  report. 


ARROWHEAD  AT  VAIL  (See  letter  No.  18) 

Good  point;  the  social  situations  of  these  two  units  are  significantly 
different.  Tne  McCoy  and  Grouse  Creek  Management  Units  have  been 
addressed  individually  in  this  final  statement. 

THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY  (See  letter  No.  19) 

The  revised  boundary  of  the  Holy  Cross  Area  was  arrived  at  through 
a  very  extensive  public  involvement  program  which  represented  many 
varying  viewpoints  over  a  two  year  period.  Viewpoints  from  COSC, 

Trout  Unlimited,  the  Wilderness  Society  and  other  interests  were 
considered.  The  boundary  proposed  reflects  these  viewpoints  as 
well  as  the  management  criteria  of  having  an  identifiable  and  where 
possible,  a  defensible  boundary. 
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We  are  aware  of  the  elk  habitat  within  the  Beaver  Creek  Management 
Units  and  intend  to  coordinate  the  elk  needs  with  the  recreation 
needs  in  preparation  and  approval  of  development  plans.  Identified 
spring-fall  migration  routes  and  calving  areas  will  also  be  pro¬ 
tected  to  allow  elk  to  continue  to  use  the  area.  A  substantial 
amount  of  the  key  winter  range  is  being  set  aside  for  continued 
use  by  elk  through  letters  of  intent  in  Appendix  I. 


SIERRA  CLUB  (See  letter  No.  20) 

The  7,250  acre  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit  is  an  integral  part  of 
the  larger  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area. 

Because  of  the  restraints  on  this  particular  land-use  analysis 
only  16,250  acres  of  the  entire  103,000  acre  Roadless  Area  was 
included  in  the  Planning  Unit.  The  analysis  addresses  only  those 
acres  and  recommends  a  revised  roadless  area  boundary. 

The  future  of  the  remaining  94,000  acres  is  currently  being 
reviewed  in  conjunction  with  the  land  use  analysis  of  the  entire 
Upper  Eagle  Valley,  being  conducted  by  the  District  Ranger,  White 
River  National  Forest,  Minturn,  Colorado. 


WILDERNESS  WORKSHOP  OF  COSCC  (See  letter  No.  21) 

The  7,250  acre  portion  of  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit  referred 
to  in  this  report  is  considered  an  integral  part  of  the  larger 
Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area.  A  land  use  analysis  of  the  entire  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  including  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  is  currently 
being  conducted  by  the  District  Ranger,  White  River  National 
Forest,  Minturn,  Colorado. 


ECQ-CENTER  ENVIRONMENTAL  CLEARING  HOUSE,  INC.  (See  letter  No.  22) 

Your  remarks  were  very  useful  in  expanding  the  final  report.  You 
may  be  interested  in  obtaining  copies  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Study 
and  the  R0MC0E  Study  that  are  referenced  in  Appendix  A. 


UNIVERSITY  OF  COLORADO  WILDERNESS  STUDY  GROUP  (See  letter  No.  23) 

Thank  you  for  the  thorough  documentation  in  your  preliminary  report. 

The  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  is  included  in  the  land-use  analysis 
currently  being  conducted  by  the  District  Ranger,  White  River 
National  Forest,  Minturn,  Colorado.  Management  alternatives  being 
considered  for  the  area  include  designation  as  a  Candidate  Study 
Area. 
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Your  suggestions  for  management  of  the  other  management  units  have 
been  considered  in  revising  the  respective  management  plans. 


THOMAS  E.  HORQBIK  (See  letter  No.  24) 


The  future  of  the  elk  herd  is  directly  related  to  the  winter  range 
area,  half  of  which  is  on  private  land.  The  future  use  of  these 
lands  Is  the  principle  issue  governing  the  size  and  habits  of  this 
elk  herd. 


KENNETH  N.  C.  B.  MOORE  (See  letter  No.  25) 

All  written  comments  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  have  been 
included  in  Section  VIII.  b.  of  this  report.  Also  all  cooperative 
agreements,  commitments,  etc.  that  relate  to  mitigating  measures  are 
also  included  in  Appendix  I. 

Your  comments  on  solid  waste  were  used  in  preparing  the  final  state¬ 
ment. 


OTHER  (See  letters  No.  26-33) 

Uavid  Hatcher,  Franklin  M.  Harold,  Ruth  L.  Harold,  Kevin  Gregory, 

Ruth  S.  McKnown,  Dale  L.  Plank,  Donald  E.  Bachman,  Anthony  J.  Horstman, 
Thomas  H.  Lohaur 

The  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  is  included  in  the  land-use  analysis 
currently  being  conducted  by  the  District  Ranger,  White  River 
National  Forest,  Minturn,  Colorado. 


B.  Letters  of  Comment 


As  explained,  each  concern  in  the  following  letters  has  been 
responded  to  in  Section  VIII  A.  Individual  responses,  in 
order  to  avoid  repetition,  have  not  been  made  in  every  case. 

Complete  List  of  Letters  Received 

1.  Division  of  Planning  -  State  of  Colorado 

2.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  -  State  of  Colorado 

3.  Missouri  Basin  Region  -  USDI 

4.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  USDI 

b.  Bureau  of  Mines  -  USDI 

6.  Geological  Survey  -  USDI 

7.  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  -  USDI 

a.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  -  USDI 

y.  Geological  Survey  -  USDI 

10.  Bureau  of  Land  Management  -  USDI 

11.  USDA  -  Soil  Conservation  Service  -  USDI 

12.  Geological  Survey  -  State  of  Colorado 

13.  Department  of  Highways  -  State  of  Colorado 

14.  Division  of  Wildlife  -  State  of  Colorado 

lb.  Eagle  County  Planning  Commission 

16.  Denver  Board  of  Water  Commissioners 

17.  New  Jersey  Zinc  Company 

IB.  Arrowhead  at  vail 

19.  The  Wilderness  Society 

20.  Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club 

21.  Wilderness  Workshop  of  COSC 

22.  Eco-Center  Environmental  Clearing  House  Inc. 

23.  University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study  Group 

24.  Thomas  E.  Horobik 

2b.  Kenneth  N.  C.  B.  Moore 

26.  David  Hatcher 

27.  Franklin  M.  and  Ruth  L.  Harold 

28.  Kevin  Gregory 

29.  Ruth  S.  McKown 

3D.  Dale  L.  Plank 

31.  Donald  E.  Bachman 

32.  Anthony  J.  Horstman 

33.  Thomas  H.  Lohaus 


-118- 


© 


Colorado 

Division  of  Planning 


1575  Sherman  Street  /  Denver,  Colorado  /  80203 


Philip  H.  Schmuck  /  Director 


April  15,  1974 


John  D.  Vanderhoof  /  Governor 


Department  of  Local  Affairs 
Phone  /  (303)  892-2178 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans,  Forest  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
P.  O.  Box  948 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 

SUBJECT:  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
Meadow  Mountain 


Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

The  Division  of  Planning,  as  Colorado. State  Clearinghouse,  has  reviewed 
the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain.  It  is  our 
determination  that  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  (DES)  does  not 
adequately  assess  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  "management 
direction"  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  area.  The  DES  is  quite  incomplete 
and  does  not  gauge  the  enormous  impact  that  the  proposed  action  may 
have  on  not  only  the  Meadow  Mountain  area  but  also  on  the  entire  upper 
Eagle  River  Valley. 

I  hope  that  our  concern  about  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  manage¬ 
ment  direction  for  Meadow  Mountain  is  reflected  in  our  review  of  the  DES. 
The  attached  Clearinghouse  evaluation  of  the  DES  was  reviewed  by  a 
number  of  State  agencies  and  discussed  by  staff  representatives  of  these 
agencies  at  a  meeting  convened  by  the  Clearinghouse.  The  agencies 
Represented  by  the  staff  at  this  meeting  were  the  Division  of  Wildlife 
and  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey,  Department  of  Natural  Resources; 
the  Water  Quality  Control  Division,  Department  of  Health;  the  Colorado 
Land  Use  Commission;  the  Executive  Branch;  and  the  Division  of  Planning, 
Department  of  Local  Affairs.  Staff  members  of  these  agencies  who  re¬ 
viewed  the  DES  and  the  Clearinghouse  comments  endorsed  the  attached 
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Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 
White  River  National  Forest 
April  15,  1974 
Page  2 

comments.  Furthermore,  there  was  a  prevailing  opinion  at  the  meeting 
that  the  management  direction  proposed  in  the  DES  should  be  reconsidered 
by  the  Forest  Service. 

The  attached  comments  are  those  of  the  State  Clearinghouse  and  incorporate 
comments  from  a  limited  number  of  State  agencies  that  received  copies  of 
the  DES  from  the  Forest  Service.  The  State  Clearinghouse  comments  are 
not  intended  to  be  completely  inclusive  and  do  not  reflect  all  possible  view¬ 
points  on  the  DES.  In  addition,  I  would  like  to  emphasize,these  comments 
should  not  be  interpreted  as  an  official  position  by  the  State  of  Colorado 
for  or  against  the  proposed  action  by  the  Forest  Service. 

I  hope  the  Clearinghouse  comments  will  be  helpful  in  evaluating  the  potential 
impact  of  the  proposed  action  by  the  Forest  Service.  I  would  like  to  thank 
you  for  granting  us  an  extention  of  time  to  allow  a  thorough  review  of  the 
DES.  Please  call  me  if  you  have  any  questions,  or  if  our  office  can  be  of 
any  assistance. 


PHS/JO/vt 

Attachment 

cc;  John  Bermingham,  Assistant  to  the  Governor  on 

Environmental  Affairs  and  State  Planning 
Hugh  H.  C.  Weed,  Jr.,  Executive  Director,  Dept,  of  Local  Affairs 
Gil  McNeish,  Director,  Land  Use  Commission 
Jack  R.  Grieb,  Director,  Division  of  Wildlife 
i  John  W.  Rold,  Director,  Geological  Survey 

Frank  Rozich,  Director,  Water  Quality  Control  Division 


Colorado 

Division  of  Planning 


1675  Sherman  Street  /  Denver,  Colorado  /  80203 
Philip  H.  Schmuck  /  Director 


John  D.  Vanderhoof  /  Governor 


Department  of  Local  Affairs 
Phone  /  (303)  892-2178 


COLORADO  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE  COMMENTS 

SUBJECT :  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  Meadow  Mountain 


The  Draft  Environmental  Statement  (DES)  for  Meadow  Mountain  does  not 
adequately  assess  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  "management 
direction"  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  area.  The  DES  does  not  justify  the 
assertion  that  the  socio-economic  impacts  will  be  "favorable"  or  that  the 
adverse  environmental  effects  will  be  "mostly  temporary"  (i).*  Unless 
the  inadequacies  in  the  DES  that  are  listed  in  the  following  paragraphs 
can  be  addressed  and  satisfactorily  resolved  in  the  final  environmental 
statement,  it  is  the  recommendation  of  the  Colorado  State  Clearinghouse 
that  the  "management  direction"  proposed  in  the  DES  be  reconsidered 
and  revised. 

1 .  The  proposal  must  be  described  more  fully  to  meet  Council  on 
Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  and  Forest  Service  guidelines  on 
the  preparation  of  environmental  impact  statements.  Forest 
Service  guidelines-  require  that  "the  proposed  action  or  alternative 
should  be  clearly  described  by  including  enough  information  and 
technical  data  to  give  readers  a  clear  understanding  of  the  nature 
of  the  proposed  action."  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  38,  No.  222, 
p.  39123,  Nov.  19,  1973). 

a.  The  procedure  and  criteria  used  to  determine  the  boundaries 
of  the  Meadow  Mountain  planning  unit  and  the  management 
i  units  within  it  should  be  explained.  (There  is  little  on  Plate  D 

referred  to  on  p.  7  to  indicate  what  criteria  were  usedj  Plate 
C  and  D  should  be  placed  in  sequence).  The  Division  of  Wild¬ 
life  notes  that  the  planning  unit  boundary  excludes  a  critical 
winter  range  for  deer  that  will  undoubtedly  be  adversely  impacted 
by  development  plans  within  the  planning  unit  boundaries. 


*All  page  references,  except  when  otherwise  noted,  are  to  Draft  Environ- 
mental  Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain. 
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b.  How  the  determination  was  made  that  a  new  "management 
direction"  was  needed  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  planning 
unit  should  also  be  explained.  Forest  Service  guidelines 
specify  that  "the  origin  of  the  proposal"  (Federal  Register, 
11/19/73,  p.  31926)  should  be  included  as  part  of  the 
description  of  the  proposed  action. 

(i)  How  does  the  decision  not  to  hold  the  1976  Winter  Olympic 
Games  at  Beaver  Creek  affect  the  need  for  the  proposed 
action  since  it  was  the  prospect  of  the  Games  that  prompted 
the  Forest  Service  to  initiate  an  environmental  suitability 
analysis  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  planning  unit  for  Olympic 
skiing  facilities  (p.3). 

(it)  What  effect  did  the  land  acquisitions  of  Vail  Associates 
(p.3)  have  on  the  decision  to  change  the  "management 
direction"  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  planning  unit? 

c.  The  need  for  the  proposed  action  must  be  more  thoroughly  ex¬ 
plained. 

(i)  How  does  the  "national  as  well  as  international  demand 
for  skiing"  justify  the  use  of  public  land  in  the  area  for 
this  purpose? 

(ti)  How  great  is  this  demand,  and  how  was  this  demand 
determined? 

(iii)  The  need  for  skiing  facilities  at  Beaver  Creek  must  be 
assessed  in  relation  to  a  statewide  plan  for  ski  facilities. 

It  is  absolutely  essential  that  ski  sites  be  located  as 
part  of  a  total  outdoor  recreation  plan.  The  Forest 
Service  is  in  an  unique  position  to  do  this  essential 
planning  since  the  development  of  a  major  ski  site  with¬ 
out  a  Forest  Service  permit  is  unlikely. 

(iv)  CEQ  guidelines  stipulate  that  "agencies  should  also  take 
care  to  identify,  as  appropriate. .  .any  population  and 
growth  assumptions  used  to  justify  the  project  or  pro¬ 
gram...."  (Federal  Register,  Vol.  38,  No.  147, 

p.  20553,  Aug.  1  ,  1973). 


-122- 


Meadow  Mountain  DES 
Page  3 

d.  The  eventual  use  planned  for  the  Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  manage¬ 
ment  units  must  be  clarified.  If  the  environmental  analysis  shows 
that  the  Beaver  Creek  management  unit  includes  the  best  site  for 
the  development  of  intensive  recreation  facilities,  why  are  the 
Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  management  units  to  be  managed  "to 
maintain  the  potential  of  the  area  for  designation  as  a  downhill 
skiing  winter  sports  site"?  (p.8).  Are  the  Grouse  Creek  and 
McCoy  management  units  intended  for  eventual  use  as  ski  sites 
as  indicated  on  pages  8  and  26?  If  so,  the  "management  units," 
upon  which  so  much  of  the  environmental  analysis  is  based,  are 
really  temporal  rather  than  functional  classifications,  and  there 
is  little  environmental  advantage  in  selecting  any  one  of  the  three 
management  units  as  a  ski  resort  site. 

2.  The  assessment  of  the  environmental  impacts,  particularly  those  of 

"secondary"  nature,  is  inadequate. 

a.  The  assessment  that  most  of  the  impacts  that  will  occur  within 
the  National  Forest  will  be  'temporary"  (p.12)  is  not  convincing 
because  all  three  "primary"  impacts  listed  on  the  same  page 
(loss  of  wilderness  characteristics,  ski  area  development  and 
road  construction)  can  hardly  be  called  "temporary."  ‘ 

b.  The  secondary,  or  induced,  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  must 
be  more  thoroughly  assessed.  Forest  Service  guidelines  point 
out  that  "secondary  impacts  may,  in  fact,  be  more  important  or 
more  damaging  than  primary  impacts"  (Federal  Register. 
11/19/73,  p.  39127).  These  same  guidelines  specify  that  "... 
the  implications,  if  any,  of  the  action  on  population  distribution 
or  concentration  should  be  objectively  estimated  and  an  assess¬ 
ment  made  of  the  probable  effects  of  such  changes  in  population 
patterns  upon  the  resource  bases,  including  land  use,  and  public 
services  of  the  area  in  question." 

(i)  The  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on 
private  lands  must  be  more  specific.  If  the  development 
1  of  Beaver  Creek  as  proposed  will  "undoubtedly"  (p.  23) 

accelerate  the  conversion  of  rural  land  to  urban  uses,  the 
total  number  of  dwelling  units  whose  construction  will  be 
"triggered"  by  the  proposed  ski  site  development  and  the 
rate  of  this  acceleration  must  be  determined  in  order  to 
arrive  at  an  adequate  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  action  on  land  use  in  the  area.  In  other  words. 
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both  the  rate  and  magnitude  of  this  land  conversion  must 
be  determined.  Forest  Service  guidelines  require  that 
"...all  lands  affected  must  be  considered,  including... 
private  lands"  (Federal  Register,  11/19/73). 

(ii)  The  conformance  of  the  proposed  action  to  the  Eagle  County 
Master  Plan  must  be  clarified.  Specified  areas  of  con¬ 
formance  and  conflict  with  the  Plan  must  be  enumerated. 

CEQ  guidelines  require  that  environmental  impact  statements 
discuss  "the  relationship  of  the  proposed  action  to  land  use 
plans,  policies,  and  controls  for  the  affected  area. .  .and 
how  the  proposed  action  may  conform  or  conflict  with  the 
objectives  and  specific  terms  of  approved  or  proposed  Federal, 
State,  and  local  land  use  plans,  policies  and  controls"  (Federal 
Register,  8/1/73,  p.  20553). 

The  Eagle  County  Master  Plan  apparently  s  pecifies 
that  "new  high  density  growth  will  be  pointed  toward 
existing  or  already  planned  resort  communities"  (p.24). 
Assuming  that  the  proposed  action  is  in  conformance 
with  the  Plan,  is  the  Beaver  Creek  resort  "already 
planned"?  If  not,  what  existing  resort  communities 
are  going  to  receive  the  high  density  residential  growth? 
The  DES  states  that  Minturn  has  expressed  a  strong 
desire  not  to  have  its  lifestyle  disrupted  by  a  resort 
industry  (p.  1 5). 

If  "balanced  growth"  is  an  objective  of  the  Eegle  County 
Master  Plan  (p.24),  will  the  development  of  a  resort 
complex  larger  than  the  existing  Town  of  Vail  contri¬ 
bute  to  this  objective? 

If  "legal  incorporation  of  suburban  and  urban  density 
development  is  a  desirable  objective"  (p.24)  of  the 
Eagle  County  Plan,  what  will  the  Forest  Service  do 
to  facilitate  the  legal  incorporation  of  the  proposed 
development  at  Beaver  Creek,  and  how  will  a  legal 
incorporation  affect  the  "mitigating  measures" 
mentioned  throughout  the  DES? 

(tti)  The  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on  the  public  services  and 
facilities  of  the  area  must  be  quantified  and  assessed. 


00 


(C) 
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(a)  What  will  be  the  demands  upon  the  facilities  and 
services  mentioned  on  p.23? 

(b)  What  will  be  the  "additional  burden  on  the  low  and 
middle  income  families  who  do  not  feel  a  need"  (p.23) 
for  these  additional  facilities  and  services? 

(c)  How  much  more  congestion  in  Mintum  (p.23)  will  re¬ 
sult  from  the  proposed  action? 

(iv)  If  the  treatment  capacity  of  existing  facili  ties  of  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  District  "would  not  be  adequate  to 
serve  the  proposed  resort  and  off— site  development'  (p.19), 
the  proposed  action  should  not  be  considered  by  the  Forest 
Service  unless  the  "expansion  planned  for  1974-75"  (p.19) 
is  definite  and  in  progress. 

(a)  Will  the  expanded  facilities  treat  the  sewage  adequately? 

(b)  Is  "tertiary  treatment  for  all  sewage"  (p.19)  a  realistic 
possibility,  and  what  facilities  and  funds  will  be  required 
to  provide  tertiary  treatment  of  all  sewage? 

(c)  The  Water  Quality  Control  Division  of  the  Department  of 
Health  is  concerned  that  discharge  standards  and  stream 
standards  not  be  confused.  An  assessment  of  existing 
water  quality  of  the  streams  that  may  be  degraded  and 
the  mitigating  measures  to  prevent  any  degradation 
must  be  specified. 

(v)  It  is  unlikely  that  separating  the  proposed  resort  from  Minturn 
by  five  to  ten  miles  by  locating  it  in  the  Beaver  Creek  unit 
rather  than  in  the  Grouse  Creek  or  McCoy  units  (p.16)  will 
significantly  reduce  the  impact  of  population  influx  upon 
Minturn. 

(a)  Evidence  to  substantiate  the  claim  that  the  location  of 
the  resort  at  Beaver  Creek  will  enable  Minturn  and 
Redcliff  to  "develop  and  grow  as  residential  communities" 

(p .  1 5)  must  be  presented. 

(b)  If  "more  congestion  in  Minturn  could  be  the  result" 

(p.23)  of  the  housing  demand  created  by  a  resort  at 
Beaver  Creek,  it  is  essential  to  specify  what  will  be 
done  to  "decongest"  Minturn  and  "recapture  open 
space"  (p. 1 6). 
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(vt)  If  the  Spanish-American  residents  of  the  area  "have  been 

largely  isolated  from  the  benefits  of  the  growing  recreation 
economy"  (p.6),  what  will  be  done  to  prevent  this  from  con¬ 
tinuing  if  the  Beaver  Creek  resort  is  built? 

(a)  There  is  indication  that  the  Spanish-American  residents 
of  the  area  are  opposed  to  the  proposed  action.  The 
Clearinghouse  recommends  that  a  meeting  with  these 
residents  and  representatives  from  all  nearby  communi¬ 
ties  be  convened  to  discuss  all  the  socio-economic 
impacts  of  the  proposed  action  by  the  Forest  Service. 

c.  The  potential  impact  on  the  natural  environment  is  not  adequately 
assessed. 

(i)  Comments  made  in  the  attached  letters  from  the  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  and  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey 
indicate  that  serious  questions  remain  to  be  answered. 

(a)  The  Colorado  Geological  Survey  indicates  that  the 
geological  constraints  in  the  project  area  are  numerous 
and  not  adequately  assessed  in  the  DES. 

(b)  The  Division  of  Wildlife  emphasizes  the  need  to  plan 
the  development  of  the  entire  Upper  Eagle  Valley  as 
an  unit  to  minimize  the  loss  of  wildlife  habitat.  The 
Division  is  preparing  a  wildlife  management  plan  for 
the  valley  and  would  like  the  Forest  Service  not  to 
make  a  final  decision  on  the  proposed  action  until 
after  this  plan  is  completed  and  can  be  considered 

in  the  decision-making  process.  The  Division  has 
prepared  a  map  of  big  game  winter  range  and  migration 
routes  in  the  area  and  recommends  that  the  Forest 
Service  utilize  it  in  assessing  the  impact  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  action. 

(c)  Division  of  Wildlife  staff  emphasize  that  although  the 
elk  herd  in  the  area  is  small,  the  herd  is  essential 
in  order  to  maintain  diversity  and  distribution  of  elk 
in  Colorado. 

(d)  The  Colorado  Wildlife  Commission  recently  voted  to 
oppose  the  Meadow  Mountain  proposal. 
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(it)  The  impact  on  the  natural  environment  that  will  be  induced 

by  the  proposed  action  must  be  assessed  more  fully.  Forest 
Service  guidelines  require  that  in  assessing  the  "degree  of 
ecosystem  distrubance" ,  "both  onsite  and  offsite  effects 
should  be  recognized,"  including  "effects  on  private  land, 
such  as  triggering  land  development"  (Federal  Register, 
11/19/73,  p. 31 923). 

(iii)  The  maps  on  pages  B-4,  B-5  and  B-6  indicate  that  the  Beaver 
Creek  management  unit  is  not  particularly  suited  for  intensive 
recreational  development: 

(3)  .  About  50%  of  the  area  in  the  Beaver  Creek  management 

unit  is  rated  as  having  a  "high"  mass  movement,  or 
landslide,  potential; 

(b)  More  than  50%  of  the  area  in  the  Beaver  Creek  manage¬ 
ment  unit  is  rated  as  having  a  "high"  erosion  hazard 
for  road  construction; 

(c)  More  than  75%  of  the  area  in  the  Beaver  Creek  manage¬ 
ment  unit  is  rated  as  having  a  "high"  erosion  hazard 
for  ski  slope  construction. 

(iv)  The  assessment  of  the  impact  on  water  quality  in  the  area  must 
be  more  specific. 

(a)  What  is  the  potential  minimum  siltation  that  will  occur 
during  construction  and  after  completion  of  the  resort? 
Will  this  siltation  degrade  the  water  quali^/  in  Beaver 
Creek?  Both  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey  and  the 
Water  Quality  Control  Division  of  the  Department  of 
Health  stress  that  the  impacts  of  urban  run-off  on 
water  quality  must  be  more  thoroughly  assessed. 

(b)  What  will  be  the  "changes  in  drainage  patterns"  (p.18), 
and  what  will  be  the  effect  of  this  change? 

(c)  How  much  will  the  net  water  flow  in  Beaver  Creek  be 
reduced  by  water  and  sanitation  systems  (p.18)?  How 
will  this  reduction  affect  fish  and  wildlife? 

(d)  Is  any  artificial  snow-making  anticipated?  If  so,  what 
will  be  the  impact  on  water  flow  and  water  supply? 
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(v)  Even  though  potential  air  pollution  is  not  "expected  to  exceed 
federal  standards  even  under  the  poorest  of  air  circulation 
conditions"  (p.20),  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  National 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  -  40  CRF  50  specifically  state 
that  "the  promulgation  of  national  primary  and  secondary 
ambient  air  quality  standards  shall  not  be  considered  in  any 
manner  to  allow  significant  deterioration  of  existing  air 
quality  in  any  portion  of  any  State"  (paragraph  50.2(c)).  In 
other  words,  these  standards  are  minimum  standards  and 
are  intended  as  levels  toward  which  air  pollution  is  to  be 
reduced,  not  increased.  The  impact  of  air  pollution  must 
be  assessed  relative  to  existing  air  quality  in  the  Beaver 
Creek  area,  not  to  standards  which  are  "requisite  to  protect 
the  public  health"  (The  Clean  Air  Act,  Section  109,  (bX"l)). 

(a)  "Scheme  C"  referred  to  in  the  Climatic  Inventory  of 
the  Beaver  Creek  Drainage  as  the  best  way  to 
"minimize  ground  level  concentrations"  (E-2) 
should  be  identified. 

(b)  Table  IV-1  (pages  E-7,  E-8)  needs  clarification  if 
the  "matrix"  is  to. contribute  information  helpful  to 
the  DES.  • 

(c)  Any  estimate  of  expected  air  pollution  levels  in  Beaver 
Creek  should  not  omit  photochemical  oxidants  from 
automobile  emissions  (Table  III— 2 ,  E-11),  particularly 
if  the  proposed  development  is  expected  to  increase 
vehicular  traffic  on  1-70  in  the  area  by  almost  100%  (p.19). 

3.  The  "mitigating  measures"  proposed  for  the  potential  adverse  effects 
of  the  project  are  vague  and  do  not  appear  to  be  "planned  measures" 
as  required  by  Forest  Service  guidelines  (Federal  Register,  1 1/19/73, 

р. 31927). 

a.  Is  it  a  planned  measure  to  "provide  tertiary  treatment  for  sewage" 
(p.19)  in  order  to  mitigate  the  loss  of  water  quality? 

b.  What  agency  will  "develop  mass  transportation  in  the  valley"  (p.20), 
and  what  will  the  cost  and  impacts  of  mass  transportation  for  the 
valley?  Is  mass  transportation  a  "planned  measure"  or  a  mere 
suggestion? 

с.  How  will  the  use  of  wood  burning  fireplaces  be  limited  during 
atmospheric  inversion  periods  (p.20)? 
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d.  What  agency  will  "develop  building  codes  to  insure  optimum  in¬ 
sulation"  (p.20),  and  what  agency  will  enforce  and  administer 
these  codes? 

e.  What  standards  will  be  used  to  determine  if  roads  and  trails 
"harmonize  with  the  natural  landscape  pattern,"  and  what  agency 
will  "develop  and  enforce  the  architectural  and  building  codes 

so  development  will  harmonize  with  the  natural  setting"  (p.20)? 

f.  How  will  migration  routes  of  elk  be  protected  from  development 
(p.21)? 

g.  What  agency  will  enact  and  enforce  a  dog  leash  law  (p.21)? 

h.  Is  ground  water  of  sufficient  quantity  and  adequate  quality  to 
help  supply  domestic  water  (p.21)?  How  much  well  water  will 
be  needed  to  maintain  streamflow?  How  will  this  measure  be 
implemented? 

i.  How  will  "fishing  pressure"  (p.21)  be  regulated? 

j.  Even  though  regulations  dealing  with  environmental  controls  of 
energy  production  are  under  the  control  of  other  agencies  (p.22), 
the  Forest  Service  must  assess  these  impacts  in  order  to  measure 
the  true  impact  of  the  proposed  action. 

(i)  Are  the  required  energy  supplies  available? 

(ii)  Will  new  sources  and/or  new  transmission  facilities  be 

required?  If  so,  what  will  be  the  impact  of  providing  new 
sources  and/or  transmission  facilities? 


4.  The  discussion  of  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action  is  insufficient. 
Forest  Service  guidelines  stipulate  that  "  .  .  .analysis  of  alternatives 
should  be  sufficiently  detailed  and  rigorous  to  permit  independent 
and  comparative  evaluation  of  the  benefits,  costs  and  environmental 
risks  of  the  proposed  action  and  each  alternative"  (Federal  Register, 
11/19/73,  p.31927). 

a.  The  benefits  of  the  alternatives  are  not  discussed,  although  the 
costs  are  listed  under  "reasons  for  non-selection." 

b.  If  Alternative  B  was  rejected  because  "it  is  likely  that  one  or 
more  of  the  marginal  sites  on  private  land  in  the  vicinity  would 
be  developed"  and  because  this  development  could  result  in  a 


-129- 


Meadow  Mountain  DES 
Page  10 

"serious  disruption  of  elk  winter  range"  (p.28),  these  likely  sites 
should  be  identified  and  "mitigating  measures"  proposed  to  soften 
the  impact  of  such  development  on  elk  winter  range. 

(i)  It  is  the  determination  of  Division  of  Wildlife  staff  that  the 
impact  on  the  elk  herd  will  be  less  if  the  permit  is  not 
issued  and  private  land  is  developed  for  a  ski  site. 

c.  The  question  whether  or  not  a  ski  resort  of  the  kind  proposed 
by  the  Forest  Service  would  be  possible  in  the  area  without  a 
Forest  Service  permit  is  not  answered. 

d.  Throughout  the  DES,  much  emphasis  is  placed  on  the  economic 
benefits  of  the  chosen  alternative.  However,  section  4(a)  of  the 
Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  (Appendix  I)  stipulates  that 

"  . .  .some  land  will  be  used  for  less  than  all  of  the  resources. . ." 
and  that  resources  will  be  managed  " . .  .with  consideration  being 
given  for  the  relative  values  (emphasis  added)  of  the  various 
resources,  and  not  necessarily  the  combination  of  uses  that  will 
give  the  greatest  dollar  return  or  the  greatest  unit  output."  The 
DES  should  assess  each  alternative  sufficiently  to  determine  the 
relative  values  of  the  resources  that  are  available. 

e.  The  alternative  of  expanding  existing  ski  sites  (see  letter  from 
Colorado  Geological  Survey)  should  be  considered. 


NOTE:  The  attached  comments  are  those  of  the  State  Clearinghouse  and 
incorporate  comments  from  a  limited  number  of  State  agencies 
that  received  copies  of  the  DES  from  the  Forest  Service.  The 
State  Clearinghouse  comments  are  not  intended  to  be  completely 
inclusive  and  do  not  reflect  all  possible  viewpoints  on  the  DES. 

In  addition,  these  comments  should  not  be  interpreted  as  an 
official  position  by  the  State  of  Colorado  for  or  against  the  pro- 
i  posed  action  by  the  Forest  Service. 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 


REGION  VIII 
1880  LINCOLN  STREET 
DENVER.  COLORADO  80203 

APR  2  2  1974 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 
Forest  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 


Dear  Mr.  Evans: 


The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning 
Unit.  We  submit  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

Our  concerns  relate  to  the  secondary  impacts  associated  with 
designating  the  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  as  a  winter  sports 
site  and  the  probable  future  issuance  of  a  special  land  use  permit 
to  Vail  Associates,  Inc.,  for  the  development  of  a  major  ski  area 
complex. 


As  you  know,  the  secondary  imnacts  from  Federal  actions 
such  as  the  funding  of  a  highway,  the  funding  of  a  sewage  treat¬ 
ment  plant  or  the  issuance  of  a  permit  for  ski  area  development 
may  be  more  environmentally  degrading  than  identifiable  primary 
impacts.  Secondary  impacts  are  difficult  for  Federal  agencies  to 
deal  with,  not  only  because  these  impacts  are  difficult  to  analyze 
and  describe,  but  more  importantly  because  the  prevention  or 
mitigation  of  these  impacts  requires  close  coordination  with  State 
and  local  governments  which  have  the  police  power  authority  to  control 
land  use  decisions  on  non-Federal  lands.  In  dealing  with  secondary 
Impacts,  Federal  agencies  have  two  equally  important  responsibilities: 


1.  To  adequately  predict,  analyze  and  describe  the  secondary 
impacts  of  the  proposed  Federal  action;  and 

2.  To  implement  preventive  and  mitigating  measures  to  control 
secondary  impacts  through  the  use  of  Federal  authorities  and 
through  close  coordination  with  State  and  local  governments. 

Coordination  with  local  governments  to  control  secondary  impacts 
depends  on  such  factors  as  the  attitudes  of  local  officials,  the 
adequacy  of  local  land  use  plans,  and  the  adequacy  of  local  land 
use  control  ordinances  and  regulations.  In  some  instances. 

Federal  actions  may  have  to  be  delayed  until  local  governments 
develop  the  necessary  plans  and  controls.  Such  delays  can  be 
avoided  if  there  is  early  and  continuing  coordination  and  coopera¬ 
tion  between  Federal  and  non-Federal  entities  throughout  the 
planning  process. 
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We  recognize  that  a  great  deal  of  coordination  has  already 
taken  place  between  the  Forest  Service,  Vail  Associates,  Inc., 

Eagle  County  and  the  State  of  Colorado  in  the  last  two  or  three 
years  concerning  the  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit.  Our  review  of 
the  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  indicates,  however,  that  additional 
coordination  is  essential  if  adverse  secondary  impacts  are  to  be 
adequately  controlled.  Our  review  of  this  EIS  indicates  the 
following: 

1.  The  analysis  and  description  of  secondary  impacts  in 

the  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  must  be  considerably  expanded  to  present  • 
a  general  overview  of  such  impacts  on  the  Eagle  River,  Gore  Creek 
and  Beaver  Creek  valleys.  The  environmental  analysis  reports  for 
this  area  being  prepared  by  ROMCOE  are  good  references  for  this 
general  overview  of  secondary  impacts. 

2.  The  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  should  analyze  the  adequacy  of 
Federal  and  local  legal  authorities  and  plans  presently  avail¬ 
able  to  control  secondary  impacts.  The  EIS  should  detail  the 
governmental  actions  which  must  be  taken  to  adequately  control 
secondary  impacts  before  a  special  land  use  permit  is  issued  to 
Vail  Associates  for  the  development  of  the  Beaver  Creek  Ski 
area.  The  EIS  should  specify  in  detail  the  actions  which  the 
Forest  Service  will  take  to  coordinate  their  Federal  actions  with 
county  and  local  actions  to  prevent  or  mitigate  secondary  impacts. 
Unless  these  plans  and  actions  are  spelled  out  in  more  detail, 
there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  they  are  or  ever  will  be 
practical  and  available  for  use. 

3.  An  environmental  impact  statement  should  be  prepared 

prior  to  the  issuance  of  a  special  land  use  permit  to  Vail  Associates, 
Inc.,  for  the  development  of  the  Beaver  Creek  area.  This  EIS 
should  contain  a  very  detailed  discussion  of  secondary  impacts  on 
the  Eagle  River,  Gore  Creek,  and  Beaver  Creek  valleys.  This  EIS 
should  specify  in  some  detail  what  Federal,  State  and  local  plans 
and  legal  authorities  are  in  effect  to  prevent  or  mitigate  second¬ 
ary  impacts.  Specifically,  the  EIS  should  indicate  how  the 
recommendations  of  the  ROMCOE  reports  will  be  implemented  and 
enforced.  The  specifically  worded  conditions  of  the  special  use 
permit  should  be  included. 

4.  Concurrently  with  the  land  use  and  project  planning  at 
Beaver  Creek,  the  Forest  Service  should  consider  develooing  a 
functional  plan  for  winter  sports  recreation  throughout’  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Region  of  the  Forest  Service.  It  is  our  understanding  that 
some  work  along  this  line  has  already  been  completed.  An  EIS 
should  be  prepared  upon  completion  of  this  overview  functional  plan. 
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At  the  present  time,  it  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  cumulative 
impacts  of  winter  recreation  site  development  on  the  Rocky 
Mountain  Region  and  to  evaluate  the  tradeoffs  of  such,  alternatives 
as  Marble,  Winter  Park,  Beaver  Creek  and  other  sites.  Such  an 
overview  plan  would  provide  an  assessment  of  forecasted  winter 
recreation  needs  and  development  potential. 

The  following  detailed  comments  on  the  Meadow  Mountain 
EIS  are  offered  for  your  consideration  in  providing  a  general 
overview  of  secondary  impacts  in  the  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  and  a 
more  detailed  discussion  as  you  analyze  the  subsequent  special 
land  use  permit: 

...  1 :  The  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  potential  problems 
with  air  quality,  and  the  data  on  the  mitigating  actions  suggested 
is  incomplete.  It  is  stated  that  the  use  of  natural  gas  rather 
than  wood  burning  fireplaces  would  help  alleviate  the  air  quality 
problems.  If  this  suggestion  is  to  be  considered  as  a  true  mitigat¬ 
ing  measure,  the  EIS  must  indicate  how  the  Forest  Serivce  will 
Implement  and  enforce  it.  They  must  also  take  non-Forest  Service 
land  into  consideration;  the  projected  impacts  from  these  lands 
are  most  important,  as  they  are  not  under  Forest  Service  jurisdic¬ 
tion.  There  is  no  evidence  of  consultation  with  the  State  on  the 
problems  of  air  pollution.  Since  State  laws  and  regulations  would 
have  to  be  met,  there  should  be  some  consultation  with  the  State  and 
the  EIS  should  reflect  this. consultation. 

The  suggestion  for  a  mass  transit  system  also  does  not 
indicate  that  it  would  actually  be  implemented,  how  it  would  be 
Implemented,  or  who  has  the  authority  over  it.  All  of  this  must 
be  discussed  if  this  is  to  be  considered  as  a  possible  mitigating 
measure.  How  will,  the  local  mass  transit  system  relate  to 
the  regional  mass  transit  system  out  of  Denver?  In  response  to 
the  EPA  comments  on  the  Winter  Park  EIS,  the  Forest  Service  indica¬ 
ted  that  conditions  relating  to  mass  transit  incentives  would  be 
included  in  winter  sports  special  use  permits  as  rapidly  as  possible. 
Consideration  should  be  given  to  including  such  conditions  in  the 
eventual  special  use  permit  for  Beaver  Creek. 

2.  The  discussion  of  the  impacts  on  water  quality  are  inade¬ 
quate.  The  statement  is  made  on  page  18  that  the  most  significant 
effect  on  water  quality  would  occur  in  the  Beaver  Creek  drainage 
as  a  result  of  ski  area  and  resort  development  with  the  attendant 
transportation  system.  Surfacing  of  parking  lots,  road  construc¬ 
tion,  building  construction  are  examples  of  activities  that  can 
alter  flow  patterns  of  the  watershed.  Projections  of  the  magnitude 
of  this  occurrence  should  be  described  in  detail.  The  final  state¬ 
ment  should  include  a  projection  based  on  State  water  quality 
standards,  as  to  the  effect  on  in-stream  water  quality,  both  during 
construction  and  after  "stabilization"  of  the  development. 
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Projection  of  impacts  in  specific  and  quantitative  terms  should 
Include: 


A.  Alterations  in  flow  —  both  increases  and  decreases. 


B.  Expected  chemical  changes  in  water  quality. 

C.  Aesthetic  changes  associated  with  stream  flow  mani¬ 
pulation. 


D.  A  detailed  evaluation  of  septic  tank  use  in  the  area. 

E.  Sedimentation/erosion  problems  arising  from  construction 
activities.  Refer  to  EPA  publication  entitled  "Methods  for  Identify¬ 
ing  and  Evaluating  the  Nature  and  Extent  of  non-point  sources  of 
Pollutants." 


In  addition  to  the  above-mentioned  points,  the  Colorado  Water 
Pollution  Control  agencies  should  be  contacted  for  input  into  the 
planning  process.  Specifically,  the  proposed  land  allocation 
should  be  related  to  State  water  pollution  programs  such  as  the 
303(e)  planning  process  and  possible  208  planning  area  designation. 

The  authorities  for  carrying  ou.t  the  outlined  mitigating 
measures  (page  18  and  19)  should  be  outlined  in  the  final  statement. 

This  shouTd  include  the  agency  (Federal,  State,  local)  responsible 
for  enforcement  of  such  measures.  If  no  regulations  or  authorities 
exist,  this  should  be  clearly  stated.  It  should  be  made  clear 
whether  permits  would  be  issued  before  such  authorities  exist. 

In  other  words,  will  provisions  for  implementing  all  outlined  mitigat¬ 
ing  measures  be  required  to  be  passed  and  in  effect  before  issuing 
use  permits? 

The  evaluation  of  the  detailed  impacts  of  this  project  cannot  be 
delayed  any  longer.  In  order  to  evaluate  the  desirability  or  undesir¬ 
ability  of  development,  or  even  to  evaluate  the  preferred  level  of 
development,  one  must  have  specific,  quantified  information.  Once  a 
management  decision  is  made  to  designate  the  area  as  a  winter  sports 
site  much  of  the  opportunity  for  altering  decisions  based  on  environmental 
consideration  is  lost'.  This  points  out  the  necessity  for  a  detailed 
evaluation  of  the  decision  before  it  is  finalized.  The  information  that 
we  are  requesting  is  necessary  if  this  evaluation  is  to  be  thorough 
and  objective. 


3.  The  area  to  be  affected  (approximately  20  miles  west  of 
Vail,  Colorado,  near  the  Eagles  Nest-Gore  Primitive  Area,  and  adjacent 
to  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area)  is  the  center  of  some  of  the  Rocky 
Mountains  most  intense  development  and  use  pressures. 
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The  Holy  Cross  area  is  a  popular  backcountry  area,  although 
It  is  already  surrounded  by  existing  and  proposed  water  develop¬ 
ments,  towns,  mines,  and  recreational  areas.  New  development  in 
the  area  would  make  Holy  Cross  even  more  of  an  "island"  than  it 
presently  is. 

The  development  at  Vail  itself  has  nearly  filled  the  Gore 
Creek  Valley  with  structures.  Vail  Village  is  only  a  small  part 
of  a  strip  of  town  over  15  miles  long.  A  major  development  at 
Beaver  Creek,  as  is  proposed,  would  create  another  growth  pole 
which  could  send  development  to  meet  that  coming  from  Vail  and 
would  send  another  similar  strip  of  development  westward  down  the 
Eagle  River  Valley. 

The  Beaver  Creek  proposal  must  take  all  these  regional  and 
larger  concerns  into  consideration.  The  impacts  of  the  proposed 
development  on  its  immediate  area  are  major.  The  impacts  of  the 
proposed  development  on  a  much  larger  area  are  just  as  important 
as  the  immediate  ones.  A  broad  view  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed 
development  is  necessary,  for  there  is  a  need  to  recognize  what 
this  development  would  do  to  a  large  area  of  the  Colorado  mountains. 

This  need  for  an  evaluation  of  secondary  impacts  is  a  point 
brought  out  by  the  recently  published  Guidelines  from  CEQ.  The 
final  statement  must  include  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  secondary 
Impacts  associated  with  the  development  of  the  area. 

4.  As  indicated  above,  there  is  a  real  need  for  a  comprehensive 
plan  for  the  development  of  winter  recreation  sites  in  the  Rocky 
Mountains.  With  such  a  plan,  one  could  get  some  idea  just  how 

much  development  is  expected  and  how  soon.  It  is  stated  on  Page 
14  that  Vail  Associates,  Inc.,  plan  to  level  off  the  development 
at  Vail  when  it  reaches  an  "optimum  level."  A  definition  of  what 
is  meant  by  "optimum"  would  be  most  helpful  here.  There  is  also 
a  need  to  gain  some  idea  of  what  would  be  optimum  development  for 
the  Beaver  Creek  area,  and  also  for  the  Grouse  Creek-McCoy  areas. 
Peripheral  development  that  Vail  Associates  cannot  control  must 
also  be  considered.  The  pressure  to  develop  areas  for  the  profit 
involved  will  surely  be  just  as  intense  in  the  future  as  it  is  now. 

In  order  to  achieve  some  control  over  the  growth  and  development 
of  this  area,  the  Forest  Service  should  work  out  some  long-range 
plans  in  coordination  with  other  governmental  units  and  set  some 
limitations  on  the  rate  of  growth  and  the  amount  of  growth  in  any 
one  area. 

5.  The  relatively  undeveloped  nature  of  large  segments  of  the 
Colorado  Mountains  is  considered  by  many  to  be  the  number  one  asset 
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of  the  State.  The  Colorado  Land  Use  Commission  has  recommended  in 
their  recently  published  report,  A  Land  Use  Program  for  Colorado, 
that  State  policy  allow  for  "a  slight  increase  in  the  Mountains" 
of  population  and  economic  development.  A  6-7%  increase  per  year 
(as  the  current  Forest  Service  proposal  states,  Page  14)  does  not 
follow  this  recommendation  for  a  "slight"  growth  increase,  a 
decision  made  by  a  State  agency  that  is  charged  with  land  use  con¬ 
cerns.  Perhaps  more  consultation  with  State  agencies  such  as  the 
Colorado  Land  Use  Commission  would  help  to  bring  about  an  understanding 
about  the  needs  of  the  people  of  Colorado  as  well  as  the  need  to 
protect  the  mountain  environment  as  much  as  possible. 

6.  While  we  defer  to  the  expertise  of  the  Department  of  Health, 
Education  and  Welfare,  we  would  like  to  mention  briefly  a  few 
observations  about  the  situation  of  the  people  of  Minturn.  The 

EIS  states  that  as  the  Gilman  mine  is  closed  down  these  people  will 
be  unemployed  and  that  job  retraining  would  give  them  jobs  at  the 
new  Beaver  Creek  development.  It  seems  unusual  that  they  could 
find  good  employment  opportunities  at  Beaver  Creek  that  have  not 
been  available  at  Vail.  If  there  would  indeed  be  a  program  of 
retraining,  a  definite  commitment  should  be  made  by  the  developers 
to  provide  it. 

7.  The  impact  that  the  development  would  have  on  the  larger 
area  around  Beaver  Creek  must  be  recognized.  The  problems  associated 
with  all  the  peripheral  development,  however,  are  left  to  the  local 
governments  to  work  out. 

It  Is  also  pointed  out  that  the  decision  to  allow  development 
at  Beaver  Creek  will  not  have  any  effect  on  the  development  of  the 
area.  On  page  26  of  the  EIS  it  is  stated: 

For  those  lands  outside  the  National  Forest,  long¬ 
term  agricultural  productivity  would  be  lost  in  the 
development  of  an  urban  community.  This  transforma¬ 
tion  of  private  land  from  a  rural  state  to  a  developed 
state  has  already  started  and  is  likely  to  continue 
regardless  of  the  use  of  the  surrounding  National 
Forest  land.  It  is  an  eventuality  to  be  controlled 
by  the  people  of  Eagle  County  through  their  Master 
Planning  Process. 

Leaving  the  complete  control  of  peripheral  development 
associated  with  the  Beaver  Creek  proposal  to  the  County  and  its 
Master  Plan  does  not  recognize  the  realities  of  what  often  takes 
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place  at  this  level  when  development  pressures  arise  (in  this  case 
they  would  be  tremendous  development  pressures  --Vail  land  prices 
serve  witness  to  this).  Money  and  associated  developmental 
pressures  too  often  have  torn  local  plans  apart,  in  fact,  what  stays 
"local"  and  what  becomes  "new  developmental  wishes"  is  no  longer 
a  very  clear  distinction.  There  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  this 
will  not  be  the  case  in  this  situation. 

On  page  24,  it  is  stated: 

The  County  Master  Plan  strives  for  balanced  growth. 

By  requiring  a  commensurate  economic  base  as  a  pre¬ 
requisite  to  high-density  development,  developing  only 
to  a  planned  level,  excessive  building  for  second  homes 
can,  hopefully,  be  avoided,  (emphasis  by  EPA). 

There  is  a  need  to  adequately  analyze  the  over-all  local, 
regional,  and  State-wide  impact  this  action  will  have. 

8.  On  page  22,  where  the  substantial  energy  requirements  of 

the  proposed  development  are  mentioned,  the  consequences  of  power  produc¬ 
tion  are  not  analyzed.  It  is  stated  that  the  environmental  effects 
of  the  required  energy  production  will  be  handled  by  other  Federal 
agencies.  There  is  a  need  to  recognize  the  realities  of  the  severe 
detriments  that  energy  production  in  the  West  is  bringing  about, 
even  with  the  available  mitigative  measures. 

If  the  opportunity  for  ski  development  on  private  land  exists, 
the  EIS  should  provide  data  to  indicate  that  this  is  indeed  the 
case.  A  minimum  accounting  would  include  size  of  private  land,  its 
topography,  snowfall  amounts,  exposure,  wind  conditions,  etc.  This 
is  a  major  point  that  must  be  explicitly  detailed  so  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  that  a  ski  development  would  be  a  real  probability  even  without 
the  use  of  Forest  Service  land. 

9.  In  the  A1 ternati ves  and  the  Adverse  Effects  and  Mitigating 
Action  sections  of  the  EIS,  it  is  pointed  out  that  the  development 
as  proposed  would  enjoy  the  benefits  to  be  derived  from  coordination 
with  National  Forest  planning.  Also,  numerous  mitigating  actions 
are  offered  that  would  help  protect  water  quality,  air  quality, 
wildlife  and  aesthetic  values. 

There  is  no  indication,  however,  of  how  this  "coordination" 
is  to  be  of  benefit.  There  is  no  indication  of  actual  arrangements 
that  would  be  initiated  to  provide  the  mitigating  actions.  How 
can  the  eventual  special  land  use  permit  be  conditioned  to  control 
impacts? 
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Based  on  the  rating  system  that  EPA  has  developed  for 
rating  the  environmental  impact  statements  of  other  Federal 
agencies,  this  EIS  is  given  a  rating  of  Category  3.  A  copy  of 
this  rating  system  is  enclosed  for  your  information.  Please 
send  us  a  copy  of  the  final  statement. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Enclosures 
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REVIEW  OF  FEDERAL  ACTIONS  , 
IMPACTING  THE  ENVIRONMENT 


CHAPTER  I 

r REPARATION,  APPROVAL,  AND 
DISTR1HUT10N  OF  COMMENTS  ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENTS 


Environmental  Impact  of  the  Action 

LO — Lack  of  Objections 

EPA  has  no  objections  to  the  proposed  action  as  described 
in  the  draft  impact  statement;  or  suggests  only  minor  changes 
in  the  proposed  action. 

ER — Environmental  Reservations 

EPA  has  reservations  concerning  the  environmental  effects  of 
certain  aspects  of  the  proposed  action.  EPA  believes  that 
further  study  of  suggested  alternatives  or  modifications  is 
required  and  has  asked  the  originating  Federal  agency  to 
reassess  these  aspects. 

EU — Environmentally  Unsatisfactory 

EPA  believes  that  the  proposed  action  is  unsatisfactory 
because  of  its  potentially  harmful  effect  on  the  environment. 
Furthermore,  the  Agency  believes  that  the  potential  safe¬ 
guards  which  might  be  utilized  may  not  adequately  protect 
the  environment  from  hazards  arising  from  this  action.  The 
Agency  recommends  that  alternatives  to  the  action  be  analyzed 
further  (including  the  possibility  of  no  action  at  all) . 

Adequacy  of  the  Impact  Statement 

Category  1 — Adequate 

The  draft  impact  statement  adequately  sets  forth  the 
environmental  impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action  as 
well  as  alternatives  reasonably  available  to  the  project 
or  action. 

Category  2--Insuf ficient  Information 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not  contain 
sufficient  information  to  assess  fully  the  environmental 
impact  of  the  proposed  project  or  action.  However,  from  the 
information  submitted,  the  Agency  is  able  to  make  a 
preliminary  determination  of  the  impact  on  the  environment. 
EPA  has  requested  that  the  originator  provide  the  informa¬ 
tion  that  was  not  included  in  the  draft  statement. 

Category  3  —  Inadequate 

EPA  believes  that  the  draft  impact  statement  does  not 
adequately  assess  the  environmental  impact  of  the  proposed 
project  or  action,  or  that  the  statement  inadequately 
analyzes  reasonably  available  alternatives.  The  Agency  has 
1  requested  more  information  and  analysis  concerning  the 

potential  environmental  hazards  and  has  asked  that  substan¬ 
tial  revision  bo  made  to  the  impact  statement. 

If  a  draft  impact  statement  is  assigned  a  Category  3,  no 
rating  will  be  made  of  the  project  or  action,  since  a 
basis  does  not  generally  exist  on  which  to  make  such  a 
determination . 
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Figure  3-1.  Attacliment 
Page  2  of  2 
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CHAP  3 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


OFFICE  OF  THE  SECRETARY 
MISSOURI  BASIN  REGION 


IN  REPLY  REFER  TO: 


BUILDING  67.  DENVER  FEDERAL  CENTER 
DENVER.  COLORADO  80225 


ER-7/I/1Q2 


March  26,  1974 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 
Forest  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  8l601 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

We  have  reviewed  your  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain. 

Thank  you  for  bearing  with  us  on  what  has  proved  to  be  a  lengthy  review 
process. 

While  we  prefer  not  to  be  picky  about  format,  there  are  definite  advantages 
in  providing  a  clear  description  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  a  reasonably 
precise  description  of  the  Environment  to  be  Affected  before  attempting  to 
document  Impacts,  Possible  Mitigating  Measures,  etc.  Nowhere  in  this 
Draft  is  there  any  definition  of  what  is  proposed  to  be  done  in  any  given 
environmental  setting. 

The  Draft  appears  to  be  a  justification  for  Forest  Service  management,  whiclr— 
never  comes  to  grips  with  impacts  on  the  human  environment  of  anticipated 
actions.  Most  of  the  text  might  apply  equally  well  to  any  National  Forest 
planning  unit  in  Colorado. 

The  several  Interior  Bureaus  having  jurisdiction  in  the  Rocky  Mountain 
Region  made  comments  and  suggestions  which  may  be  useful  in  preparation  of 
a  Final  EIS  on  Meadow  Mountain.  Rather  than  try  to  condense  or  collate  all 
of  those  ideas,  we  have  enclosed  copies  for  your  use. 


Sincerely  yours, 


)b0 


Special  Assistant  to  the  Secretary 
Missouri  Basin  Region 


Enclosures : 

BLM  Memo  of  March  13 


t  from  Grand  Junction  IM 
'  USBM  Memo  of  Feb.  28  from 
the  Director 

USGS  Memo  of  March  12  from 
the  Director 

BOR  Memo  of  Feb.  20  from  the  Assistant 
Regional  Director,  Midcontinent  Region 
BSF&W  Memo  of  Feb.  26  from  Sale  Lake 
Area  Manager 
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OPTIONAL  FOUM  NO.  |j 
N.A  r  IBCJ  AL.  Ilj* 

OLA  f>Mft  (it  CPA)  101*11  • 


UNITED  STATES  GO\'ERNME.VT 

Memorandum 


© 

1790 


State  Director  (5-911) 


date:  March  13,  1974 


DM,  Grand  Junction 


Comments  on  DEIS  for  Meadow  Mountain,  USFS 
Section  I.  Description 
A.  Proposed  Action 


v* 


_ , _  ,  o 

3, OOO  acres  for  winter  sports  site  —  where?  (not  shown  on  maps). 

10.  500  arre c  _  _ .  _ ,  .  . v 


Aj 


B. 


<  ‘  '■*  “  \  UU  L  Oll^WU  Uli  UldpS/F  \ 

10,500  acres  dispersed  recreation,  scenic  quality,  and  wildlife  —  \ *  ^ 

likewise  no  illustration  of  where  this  is  located#  ^ 

-j-rTi5- 

How  can  the  establishment  of  a  <  c.  7r'* 


thru  E. 

No  remarks,  specifically,  except: 


community  of  20,000  people  not  affect  the  roadless  area?  ^  r,  •— 

Appendix  A-D.  Flood  of  data  inundates  pertinent  information  or 
window  dresses"  (e.g.,  water  quality  standards).  It  appears 
there  are  high  potentials  for  soils  problems  (mass  movement,  erosion 
from  road^ construction,  and  other  surface  disturbances).  However, 
there  isn't  any  correlation  specially  with  the  proposed  ski  develop¬ 
ment.  "This  is  not  suitable  for  these  uses  ..."  kind  of  thing. 

Appendix  E.  Substantive  report  with  text  related  to  specific  prob¬ 
lems  and  recommendations  tied  to  the  real  estate.  Very  readable- 
good  format. 

The  prairie  falcon  is  considered  a  rare  species  under  the  Rare  and  ^ 
Endangered  Species  Act.  This  should  be  pointed  out.  / 

Section  II.  Environmental.  Impacts  •  ~ 

A.  Primary  *7T 

It  would  seem,  with  the  size  of  the  proposed  ski  development  and 
in  light  of  material  in  Section  I,  especially  Appendix  D  (Water) 
and  Appendix  E  (Air),  there  will  be  primary  impacts  on  air  and 
water  resources,  too.  Other  significant  impacts  on  the  land  may 
also  be  expected;  for  example,  construction  of  utility  corridors 
and  other  support  facilities  not  mentioned.  Wildlife  habitat-will 
be  significantly  impacted,  particularly  elk  winter  range  and 
migration  routes  and  nesting  habitat  for  prairie  falcon. 


W 
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Buy  U.S.  Savings  Bonds  Regularly  on  the  Payroll  Savings  Plan 
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Se  dcion  III,  Favorable  Effects 


Text  fails  to  adequately  portray  the  magnitude  of  the  ski  development 
proposed.  (A  facility  to  serve  7,000  skiers  per  day  would  accommodate 
nearly  1/5  of  all  skiers  utilizing  all  Colorado  ski  facilities  on  an 
average  day  in  the  1973-74  season.)  This  ski  development,  along  with 
others  (page  22)  which  could  bring  up  to  60,000  people  to  the  area, 
suggests  accumulative  impacts  (envirbnmental,  social,  economic)  far 
greater  than  those  associated  in  the  report  with  a  "new  management 
direction"  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit. 

Section  IV.  Adverse  Effects  and  Mitigating  Impacts 


Av9 


jr  v-4" 


'V 


\ 


Recommendations  generally  lack  specificity;  most  mitigating  measures 
could  be  applied  verbatim  to  about  any  other  Rocky  Mountain  ski  develop¬ 
ment  proposal.  There  would  seem  ample  opportunity  to  recommend  addi¬ 
tional  use  conditioning  measures  to  deal  with  environmental  impacts 
specific  to  the  proposed  ski  development — air  quality,  scenic  values, 
dog  control,  stream  flows,  etc. 


Sections  V  and  VI. 


Under  "Adverse  Effects  Which  Cannot  Be  Avoided,"  page  25,  the  probable 
loss  of  one  breeding  pair  of  prairie  falcons  should  be  noted. 

Likewise,  in  VI,  page  26,  the  loss  of  useable  falcon  nesting  habitat 
should  be  mentioned. 


Attachments: 

Copy  of  Statement. 

Note  from  CS  Res.  Area  Mgr. 
on  subject  statement. 


cc:  Glenwood  Springs  RAH 


OFFICE  OF  THE  C  R  EC"Oa 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  (D 

BL'REAL'  OF  MINES 
WASHINGTON',  DC.  20240 

February  28,  1974 


Memorandum 


To: 


State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Denver,  Colorado 


From: 


Our  Interir.ountain  Field  Operation  Center,  Denver,  reviewed  the  draft 
environmental  statement  for  Meadow  Mountain,  White  River  National  Forest, 
Eagle  County,  Colorado.  The  statement  concerns  environmental  effects 
of  a  plan  for  management  direction  of  the  31,100-acre  Meadow  Mountain 
planning  unit  at  the  north  end  of  the  Sawatch  Range.  The  unit  is  divided 
into  four  ar.ras  fcr  sr.  lysis  ar.d  evaluation.  A  total  of  about  13,700 
acres  of  the  unit  is  outside  the  National  Forest. 

Mining  activity  near  Turquoise  Lake  and  at  the  Eagle  mine  at  Gilman  just 
east  of  the  unit  are  described.  The  3,000-acre  planned  winter  sports 
site  at  Beaver  Creek  would  be  closed  to  mineral  entry.  In  the  Holy 
Cross  management  unit  (7,250  acres),  mining  activity  would  be  subject 
to  the  general  mining  laws.  No  specific  management  decision  regarding 
mineral  resources  is  listed  for  the  two  remaining  areas  (10,150  acres), 
and  the  status  of  mineral  resources  should  be  clearly  defined. 

The  Bureau  of  Mines  has  not  made  a  mineral  survey  of  the  unit  and 
cannot  evaluate  its  mineral  potential.  Our  office  review,  however, 
indicates  that  the  proposal  would  have  little  if  any  adverse  effect  on 
known  mineral  resources  or  mineral-production  facilities.  Removal  of 
9,000  acres  from  the  Holy  Cross  roadless  area,  as  proposed,  might 
stimulate  mineral  exploration.  We  note  that  the  geology  of  this  area  is 
generally  similar  to  that  at  nearby  districts  on  the  flanks  of  the 
Sawatch  Range.  Because  some  potential  exists  for  undiscovered  mineral 
resources  in  the  planning  unit,  a  mineral  survey  should  be  made  before 
the  Beaver  Creek  site,  or  any  other  area  in  the  unit,  is  withdrawn  from 
mineral  entry. 
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Memo,  to  State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Denver,  Colorado 
SubJ:  Draft  environmental  statement,  Forest  Service,  Meadow 
Mountain,  White  River  National  Forest,  Eagle  County,  Colorado 


It  should  be  noted  in  the  section  on  social-economic  effects,  page  13-14, 
that  the  general  history  of  mining  is  one  of  cyclic  interest  in  mineralised 
areas.  New  geologic  concepts,  exploration  techniques,  and  changes  in 
national  mineral  needs  could  well  result  in  future  exploration  and 
development  in  the  planning  unit.  We  believe  this  thought  should  be 
included  in  this  section. 


Director 


i 


4y 


OFFICE  or 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

/v.,  /[) 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY  u 

RESTO.N,  VIRGINIA  22092 


THE  DIRECTOR 


March  12,  1974 


ER-74/102 


Memorandum 


State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Denver, 
Colorado 


Acting 

Through  sistant  Secretary — Energy  and  Minerals 

From:  Director,  Geological  Survey 


J Ur'' 
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Subject:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  Meadow 

Mountain,  White  River  National  Forest,  Eagle  County, 

Colorado 

We  have  reviewed  the  subject  draft  environmental  statement  as  requested 
in  a  memorandum  of  January  24  from  the  Director,  Office  of  Environmental 
Project  Review. 


The  soils  derived  from  sedimentary  rocks  are  said  to  possess  moderate 
to  high  potential  for  mass  movement  (p.  5)  and  several  maps  and  tables 
identify  individual  soil  units  where  potential  mass  movement  or  erosion 
presents  high  hazards  for  roads,  buildings,  ski  trails,  and  other 
activities  (Appendix  B) .  Nowhere  in  the  draft  environmental  statement, 
however,  are  sites  for  construction  or  other  activities  identified  in 
sufficient  detail  to  permit  evaluation  of  their  environmental  impact, 
particularly  with  regard  to  the  hazards  just  described.  Even  the 
principal  proposed  development,  a  ski  resort,  is  identified  only  as 
being  within  one  of  the  management  units,  which  includes  both  stable 
and  highly  hazardous  terrain.  The  final  environmental  statement  should 
delineate  proposed  sites  on  the  various  terrain  maps  or  at  least  on  a 
separate  map  of  the  same  scale. 


We  consider  that  the  information  on  geology  as  nresented  in  the  draft 
statement  is  not  sufficient  for  planning  purposes.  We  suggest  that 
the  following  information  be  included: 
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1.  Description  of  igneous,  metamorphic,  and  sedimentary 
rocks  present  on  the  unit. 

2.  Description  of  major  geologic  features  (anticlines, 
synclines,  and  faults)  and  a  geologic  map  of  the  area. 

3.  Presence,  absence,  or  potential  for  leasable  minerals 
and  for  non-leasable  minerals  on  Federal  lands. 

It  is  stated  on  page  10,  part  (e) ,  "Lands  would  be  withdrawn  (Eeaver 
Creek  Unit)  from  mineral  entry,"  and  page  11,  part  (c) ,  "Any  mining 
activity  (Holy  Cross  Unit)  would  continue  to  be  subject  to  the  General 
Mining  Law."  Page  10,  part  (e)  indicates  that  no  more  applications 
for  mining  will  be  accepted,  and  page  11,  part  (c)  indicates  that  cur¬ 
rent  mining  activities  may  continue.  As  the  area  is  highly  mineralized, 
it  is  possible  that  important  mineral  deposits  will  be  located  within 
the  proposed  wilderness  area.  If  valuable  strategic  minerals  are 
discovered  in  the  lands  that  would  serve  the  National  need  for  mineral 
reserves,  some  provision  should  be  made  for  mining  to  fill  this  need. 

Sand  and  gravel  deposits  are  reported  in  secs.  3,  11,  and  12;  gypsum 
in  secs.  7 ,  12 ,  and  13;  and  gold  placers  along  Creamery  and  South 
Creamery  Gulches  in  sees.  5,  7,  8,  and  18,  T.  5  S.,  R.  82  W. 

With  the  exception  of  secs.  27-36,  T.  5  S.,  R.  81  W.  and  sec.  36, 

I.  5  s.,  R.  82  W.,  the  lands  in  these  two  townships  are  considered  to 
have  a  nominal  value  for  oil  and  gas.  The  exposed  rocks  on  these 
lands  are  Pennsylvanian  and  Permian  in  age. 

The  exposed  rocks  in  T.  6  S.,  Rs.  81  and  82  W.  are  granite,  schist, 
and  gneiss.  Deposits  of  gold,  silver,  iron,  lead  arsenic,  copper, 
and  zinc  are  found  in  section  13,  T.  6  S.,  R.  81  W.  Gold  and  silver 
are  reported  in  secs.  23  and  24,  T.  6  S.,  R.  82  W. 

We  believe  the  draft  statement  to  be  reasonably  accurate  and  adequate 
in  its  evaluation  of  environmental  impact  with  respect  to  hydrologic 
conditions,  but  we  find  several  items  which  need  further  attention. 

One  of  the  mitigating  measures  proposed  (p.  19)  is  the  establishment 
of  a  water-quality  monitoring  system  in  Beaver  Creek.  The  statement 
i  is  too  vague  to  assure  that  a  proper  monitoring  system  will  be  estab¬ 
lished.  The  statement  should  indicate  what  parameters  will  be  measured, 
how  they  will  be  measured,  where  data  will  be  collected,  and  with  what 
regularity. 
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No  mention  of  minimum  flow  requirements  is  included  in  the  report.  The 
State  of  Colorado  has  proposed  well-established  minimum  streamflow  stan¬ 
dards  for  selected  sites.  Adequate  consideration  of  the  standards  must 
be  provided. 

Considerable  attention  is  given  in  the  report  to  reseeding  of  disturbed 
soils.  However,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  establish  new  grass  in 
many  areas  without  irrigation.  We  suggest  that  the  statement  consider 
how  long  it  will  take  new  seeding  to  establish  vegetation  cover,  and 
also  address  the  possible  need  for  irrigation. 


Acting  - 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  OUTDOOR  RECREATION 


MID-CONTINENT  KEGION 


E3021 

ER-74/102 


MAILING  ADDRESS: 

Pont  Office  Box  2  33  67 
Denver  Federal  Center 


STREET  LOCATION: 

603  Miller  Court 
Lakewood,  Colorudo 
Telephone  234-2034 


Denver.  Colorudo  60225 


FED  2  0  1974 


MEMORANDUM 


To: 


State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Denver,  Colorado 
Assistant  Regional  Director,  Land  Use  Coordination 


From: 


Subject:  'Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  Meadow  Mountain, 
White  River  National  Forest,  Eagle  County,  Colorado 

In  response  to  Mr.  Blanchard's  memorandum  of  January  24,  1974,  we  are 
providing  the  following  comments  for  inclusion  in  the  Departmental 
response  on  the  subject  draft  environmental  statement. 


A  great  portion  of  the  management  unit  plan  and  the  draft  environmental 
statement  is  based  on  the  premise  that  there  is  a  pressing  need  for 
additional  downhill  skiing  facilities  in  Colorado.  The  statement  lacks 
adequate  documentation  to  support  such  an  allegation.  We  note  in  a 
May  14,  1973  letter  from  the  Colorado  Division  of  Parks  and  Outdoor 
Recreation  to  the  White  River  National  Forest  Supervisor,  that  the 
Colorado  Comprehensive  Recreation  Plan  indicated  that  expanded  facilities 
are  not  needed  at  this  time.  That  letter  also  stated  "We  are  inclined 
to  agree  with  ski  industry  estimates  that  relatively  few  additional 
ski  facilities  will  be  needed  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Because  of 
this  and  because  the  Forest  Service  is  commonly  approached  to  'provide' 
the  land,  we  believe  the  Tores t  Service  should  carefully  consider 
becoming  involved  in  any  more  ski  development  in  Colorado."  The  final 
environmental  statement  should  more  adequately  address  the  question  of 
need  for  these  facilities  and  should  document  the  need  for  such  facilities. 


Since  this  statement  provides  only  a  general  assessment  of  ski  area 
development  in  the  Beaver  Creek  unit,  it  appears  that  additional,  site- 
specific  impact  statements  will  be  required  before  construction  begins. 
The  final  statement  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  management  plan  should 
contain  a  commitment  to  this  effect. 
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State  Director,  BLM 
Page  Two 
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Specific  Comments 

1.  Description 

The  description  of  the  proposed  action  should  be  expanded  to  cover 
the  actual  construction  phases  of  the  ski  area  development.  Included 
in  the  discussion  should  be  the  type  of  facilities  to  be  constructed 
and  the  acreage  of  National  Forest  lands  involved.  In  order  to 
evaluate  the  impacts  of  the  Beaver  Creek  project,  more  details  of 
the  proposal  should  be  made  available  to  the  reviewer. 

The  description  of  proposed  uses  of  the  Crouse  Creek  and  McCoy 
management  units  mentions  that  the  potential  of  these  two  areas  for 
skiing  and  winter  sports  sites  be  maintained.  The  concept  of  saving 
these  units  as  potential  ski  areas  seems  inconsistent  with  the 
planning  unit  objective  of  supporting  as  large  a  mix  of  uses  as 
possible;  this  is  especially  incongruous  when  one  entire  management 
unit  is  already  proposed  as  a  winter  sports  area.  At  the  least,  we 
suggest  that  the  possibility  of  utilizing  these  units  as  a  buffer 
zone  be  examined. 

2.  Environmental  Impacts 

Presently,  this  section  is  not  a  discussion  of  impacts  but  rather  a 
description  of  the  elements  of  the  proposal.  Ski  area  development 
and  road  construction  should  be  considered  causes  whose  various 
effects  (impacts)  need  to  be  evaluated.  Many  of  the  primary  impacts 
of  implementation  and  construction,  such  as  vegetative  removal,  soil 
disturbance,  water  quality  degradation  and  wildlife  habitat  destruction 
are  not  addressed. 

The  discussion  of  secondary  impacts  should  be  more  complete.  Based 
on  the  experience  of  Vail,  the  reference  to  a  resort  complex  evolving 
on  surrounding  lands  mentioned  on  page  12,  warrants  the  use  of  a 
word  stronger  than  "probably." 

3.  Favorable  Effects 

There  seems  to  be  some  confusion  of  favorable  effects  and  justification 
of  the  proposal  in  this  section.  In  summarizing  the  Economic  Base  and 
Employment  discussion,  the  statement  contends  that  the  "logical  choice" 
for  offsetting  contraction  in  the  employment  base  of  the  area  would 
be  to  construct  the  proposed  ski  area.  The  purpose  of  the  (management 
unit)  environmental  statement  should  not  be  to  provide  solutions  for 
local  employment  problems  but  rather  to  objectively  present  the  infor¬ 
mation  necessary  ior  the  decision-maker  to  assess  the  relative  impacts 
of  each  alternative. 
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State  Director,  BLM 
Page  Three 


The  objective  of  preserving  a  diversity  of  resource  uses  does  not 
appear  to  be  achieved  in  this  plan.  Our  comments  relative  to  this 
topic  are  included  under  the  Description. 

Considering  the  expressed  desire  of  the  residents  of  Minturn  and 
other  surrounding  communities  to  stabilize  the  growth  rate  of  the 
county,  the  proposed  development  of  a  large  scale  ski  area  so 
close  by  may  be  considered  an  adverse  effect  from  their  point  of 
view.  The  conclusion  that  Minturn  community  would  not  be  damaged 
should  be  substantiated. 

A.  Adverse  Effects  and  Mitigating  Action 

This  section  would  be  improved  if  the  impacts  were  more  specifically 
described  and,  where  possible,  quantified.  For  example,  the 
expected  changes  in  water  quality  due  to  the  impacts  on  drainage 
patterns,  timing,  volume  and  quality  of  runoff  and  increased  sewage 
are  not  discussed.  The  fact  that  these  changes  will  take  place 
is  not  sufficient  information  to  assess  the  environmental  impacts. 

Many  o£  the  mitigating  measures  listed  in  this  section  should  be 
described  more  thoroughly,  especially  with  regard  to  implementation. 
Some  of  the  measures  mentioned  are  excellent  ideas  but  are  beyond 
the  authority  of  the  Forest  Service  to  implement.  We  suggest  that 
only  those  mitigating  measures  to  be  carried  out  by  the  Forest 
Service  be  discussed,  unless  documentation  is  provided  that  other 
measures  will  be  carried  out  by  public  agencies  or  private 
organizations. 

It  should  be  recognized  that  while  some  impacts  on  scenic  and 
wildlife  values  can  be  minimized,  the  reduction  in  quality  can 
never  be  wholly  mitigated.  Changes  in  the  landscape  may  be  designed 
to  blend  with  their  surroundings  but  the  original  scenic  value  is 
irretrievably  lost. 

This  section  should  assess  secondary  impacts  in  more  detail.  The 
secondary  growth  which  v?ould  occur  in  the  form  of  support  facilities 
housing  and  roads  would  have  impacts  on  vegetation,  wildlife  and 
the  socioeconomic  character  of  the  area.  This  growth  is  not  easily 
controlled  and  so  adverse  effects  on  land  development  trends  should 
also  be  discussed.  Increased  land  prices  could  have  adverse  effects 
on  the  local  residents,  limiting  their  opportunities  for  housing. 
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State  Director,  BUI 
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If  there  is  no  way  to  mitigate 


the  effects  on  the  elk  herd,  this  should  be  recognized. 

The  unavoidable  impacts  of  uncontrolled  growth  are  not  addressed  in 
the  statement.  Given  the  seriousness  of  these  impacts,  a  discussion 
of  local  and  county  zoning  regulations  would  be  appropriate.  If 
zoning  is  lacking,  one  alternative  might  be  to  defer  a  management 
decision  on  this  unit  until  the  county  implements  adequate  zoning 
authority. 

5.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Action 

This  section  does  not  adequately  describe  the  various  alternatives 
or  their  related  impacts.  The  GKQ  guidelines  stipulate  that  a 
rigorous  exploration  and  objectiv.e  evaluation  of  the  environmental 
impacts  of  all  re.asonablc  alternative  actions,  particularly  those 
that  might  enhance  environmental  quality  or  avoid  some  or  all  o 
the  adverse  environmental  effects,  is  essential."  Mach  of  the 
alternative  section  is  presently  a  justification  of  the  proposal. 
Moreover,  many  of  the  reasons  given  for  nonselection  of  the  alternatives 
are  equally  applicable  to  both  the  proposal  and  the  alternatives.  For 
example,  the  loss  of  cllc  and  elk  habitat  will  occur  under  the  proposal 
as  well  as  alternative  A.  The  acceleration  of  growth  rate  and 
unwelcome  changes  in  life  style  would  occur  under  any  plan  to  develop 
the  Beaver  Creek  unit  as  a  ski  area. 

More  explicit  information  is  desirable  in  both  the  description  of  the 
alternatives  and  in  evaluation  of  the  impacts.  Alternatives  E 
(Continue  Present  Management)  and  D  (Further  Evaluation  as  Wilderness) 
should  be  examine4  more  objectively,  eliminating  the  justification  in 
Reasons  for  Non-Selection. 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 


BUREAU  OF  SPORT  FISHERIES  AND  WILDLIFE 
AREA  OFFICE  COLORADO- UTAH 
2215  FEDERAL  BUILDING 
125  SOUTH  STATE  STREET 
SALT  LAKE  CITY,  UTAH  84138 


In  ftnply  Refer  To 


ES/1100: 142 


February  26,  1974 


Memorandum 


To 


State  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver,  Colorado 


From:  Area  Manager,  Bureau  of  Sport  Fisheries  and  Wildlife, 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah 

Subject:  Review  of  draft  environmental  statement  for  Meadow 
•  Mountain,  White  River  National  Forest,  Eagle  County, 
Colorado  (ER-74/102) 


In  accordance  with  Mr.  Bruce  Blanchard's  request  of  January  24, 

1974,  we  have  reviewed  the  subject  document  and  believe  that  aspects 
of  the  proposal  within  our  jurisdiction  and  fields  of  expertise 
are  properly  considered.  However,  the  proposed  project  must  be 
evaluated  in  view  of  other  concerns  and  the  cumulative  impacts 
of  other  similar  developments  in  the  Eagle  River  Valley. 
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United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
Conservation  Division 
6041  Federal  Building 
Denver,  Colorado  80202 


January  28,  1974 
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Memorandum 

To:  Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans,  Forest  Supervisor 

White  River  National  Forest,  Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 

From:  Area  Mining  Supervisor 

Subject:  Comments,  Meadow  Mountain  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
(Your  letter  dated  January  15,  1974) 

The  environmental  statement  was  reviewed  primarily  from  the  mining  and 
future  mining  viewpoint. 

The  Meadow  Mountain  planning  unit  contains  21,100  acres,  of  which 
20,400  acres  are  National  Forest  lands,  8,500  acres  Private  lands, 
and  1,000  acres  Colorado  State  lands.  Employment  in  the  area  is 
primarily  mining,  railroading,  and  recreation. 

It  is  stated  on  Page  10,  part  (e),  "Lands  would  be  withdrawn  from 
mineral* entry",  and  Page  11,  part  (c),  "Any  mining  activity  would 
continue  to  be  subject  to  the  General  Mining  Law."  Page  10,  part 
(e)  indicates  that  no  more  applications  for  mining  will  be  accepted, 
and  Page  11,  part  (c)  indicates  that  current  mining  activities  may 
continue. 

Future  mining  may  be  necessary  to  keep  a  stable  economy  within  our 
country.  At  the  present  time  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a  need  for 
mining  within  the  unit,  however,  our  future  needs  and  demands  for 
certain  minerals  may  change.  Since  the  area  is  highly  mineralized, 
it  is  possible  that  important  mineral  deposits  will  be  located  within 
the  proposed  wilderness  area.  If  valuable  strategic  minerals  are  dis¬ 
covered  in  the  lands  that  would  serve  the  National  need  for  mineral 
reserves,  mining  should  be  allowed  to  fill  this  need  under  conditions 
that  the  mineral  development  would  not  adversely  affect  the  wilderness 
quality  or  suitability,  and  that  all  operations  would  come  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) ,  other  Federal  control,  and 
State  and  local  regulations. 

o  f  Jc 

I J .  Paul  Storrs 

cc:  Chief,  Conservation  Division 

Thru:  Conservation  Manager,  Central  Region 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  TO 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior  1735 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.0.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601  . 

March  21,  1974 


Ed  Browning,  District  Ranger 
Holy  Cross  District 
White  River  National  Forest 
Minturn,  Colorado  81645 

Dear  Ed: 

The  staff  at  the  Glenwood  Springs  Area  Office  has 
reviewed  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
t-he  Meadow  Mountain  Area  and  we  wish  to  compliment  you 
on  the  quality  of  this  Statement.  It  is  undoubtedly 
one  of  the  best  we  have  reviewed. 

Although  specific  comments  on  the  draft  statement  are 
forthcoming  from  our  State  Office,  I  would  like  to 
emphasize  one  point.  As  noted  in  the  EIS,  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  administers  approximately  1200  acres 
of  critical  elk  winter  range  Within  the  Meadow  Mountain 
Planning  Unit.  We  recognize  the  importance  of  this  elk 
winter  range  and,  because  of  its  wildlife  value,  our 
management  will  be  aimed  at  preserving  this  value  so 
long  as  it  exists. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Stewart  A.  Wheeler, 
Area  Manager 


CC  -  Tom  Evans,  Forest  Supervisor 


UNITED  STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

SOIL  CONSERVATION  SERVICE _ _ _ 

P.  0.  Box  17107.  Denver,  Colorado  80217 


March  19,  197*+ 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans,  Forest  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
Forest  Service,  USDA 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  8l601 


Dear  Mr.  Evan=; 

We  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Meadow 
fountain  and  have  the  following  comments : 

existing  irrigation  system. 

What  happened  to  the  other  four  ditches? 

P»«  7,  l.t  paragraph  -  ” . cla.rifiad  •• 

unique,  and  the  Prairie  Falcon,  classified  as  rare. 

Please  give  the  source  of  this  classification. 

Does  the  area  contain  any  animal  species  considered  tote 
"endangered",  as  listed  in  the  Federal  Register  in  accord 
with  the  Endangered  Species  Conservation  Act  of  19t>9? 

Does  the  proposal  affect  any  wetlands  wdefU “J  ^  ‘  ^ 

Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Sports,  Fisheries, 
Wildlife,  Circular  No.  39? 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  this  proposed 
project. 

Sincerely. 


M.  D.  Burdick  / 

State  Conservationist 
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JOHN  D.  VANDERHOOF 
Governor 


-jbnili  w:  nOLP- 


Director 


COLORADO  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 

department  of  natural  resources 

25CaOLL81BLNE  BUILDING  -  1845  SHERMAN  STREET 
DENVER,  COLORADO  80203  PHONE  892-261 1 


March  28,  1974 


United  States  Dept,  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service,  White  River  National  Forest 
P.  0.  Box  948 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 


Gentlemen: 


RE:  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT  FOR  MEADOW  MOUNTAIN 


We  have  reviewed  the  above  referenced  project  and  have  the  following  comments, 
both  general  and  specific: 

General  Comments 

1)  The  total  number  and  amount  of  structures  that  will  be  developed  on  U.S.F.S. 
land  will  be  extremely  limited  to  that  developed  on  private  land,  if  a  ski 
permit  is  issued.  This  relationship  of  the  impact  on  private  land  and  the 
entire  valley  by  the  issuing  of  one  ski  permit  on  U.S.F.S.  land  is  vastly 
underrated. 

2)  The  total  amount  of  development  in  this  portion  of  the  valley  that  will 
result  from  the  use  of  U.S.F.S.  land  for  skiing  is  underrated. 

3)  The  inclusion  of  maps  and  tables  by  reference  is  not  compatable  with 
the  nature  and  purpose  of  this  type  of  environmental  statement. 

4)  Geologic  constraints  are  the  main  limiting  factors  in  land  use  in  a 
mountainous  area.  The  importance  of  geology  and  land  use  was  extremely 
understated  in  this  report;  i.e.,  evaporites  and  slope  stability,  mass  move¬ 
ment  potential.  The  included  maps  on  geology,  slope  stability,  and  soils 
are  not  related  to  potential  ski  runs  and  lift  lines  and  land  use.  The 
lack  of  this  relationship  makes  judgment  on  land  use  in  this  area  impossible. 

Specific  Comments 

1)  Page  15  -  No  real  explanation  of  why  Beaver  Creek  was  picked  over  other 
areas  for  intensive  recreation  use. 

2)  Page  16  -  No  analysis  of  satisfying  ski  demand  by  enlarging  of  existing 

areas. 

3)  Page  18  -  Erosion  will  continue  to  be  a  problem  even  after  construction, 
not  only  during  construction. 

4)  Page  21  -  Who  will  really  enforce  leash  law  or  regulate  fishing  pressure?  , 

5)  Page  23  -  Solid  Waste:  No  answer  to  the  problem  or  real  impact  concern. 


GEOLOGY 

STORY  OF  THE  PAST  .  .  .  KEY  TO  THE  FUTURE 
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United  States  Dept,  of  Agriculture 
Page  2. 

March  28,  1974 


An  environmental  statement  in  itself  is 
out  within  the  statement  are  acted  upon 
concerned. 


of  no  value  unless  the  facts  brought 
for  the  general  wellbeing  of  all 


Sincerely, 


Associate  Engineering  Geologist 

LRL/crs 

cc:  Mr.  Jim  Ohi,  Division  of  Planning 
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Meadow  Mountain  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  y 


STATE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 

CHAS.  E.  SHUMATE  •  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 


DIVISION  OF  HIGHWAYS 
E  N.  HAASE 
CHIEF  ENGINEER 


•TATE  Or  COLORADO 


COLORADO  STATE  PATROL 
COL  C  WAYNE  KEITH. 
CHIEF 


4201  EAST  AHKAN3AS  AVENUE  •  DENVER,  COLORAOO  80J22  •  (303)  737-9011 

March  22,  1974 


15-00 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans, 

Forest  Supervisor 
U.S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture 
White  River  National  Forest 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colo.  81601 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

We  have  reviewed  the  Meadow  Mountain  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  and  find  that  the  only  highway-related 
effect  will  be  increased  traffic  volume  on  I  70. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  this  statement. 

Very  truly  yours, 

E.  N.  HAASE 
Chief  Engineer 

Harvey  R.  Atchison 
Acting  Environmental  Manager 


HRA/vgh 

cc:  R.  A.  Prosence 
ERA  File 
1  CF 
RF 
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March  20,  1974 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans,  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

We  have  had  an  opportunity  to  review  your  Draft  Environmental  Statement 
for  Meadow  Mountain  and  our  specific  comments  on  the  subject  matter  con¬ 
tained  therein  are  attached. 

The  inventory  and  planning  effort  on  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit 
represents  an  outstanding  achievement  on  the  part  of  the  U.  S.  Forest 
Service.  However,  in  our  judgment,  the  draft  statement  doesn't  do 
justice  to  the  work  upon  which  it  is  based. 

Unfortunately  for  our  interest,  the  planning  unit  excludes  lands  north 
of  the  Eagle  River  which  will  be  severely  impacted  by  any  sizable  recrea¬ 
tional  development  south  of  the  river.  However,  this  fact  need  not 
preclude  the  inclusion  of  such  an  impacted  area  within  the  scope  of 
the  environmental  statement.  Our  primary  concern  north  of  the  river  is 
the  impact  subdivisions  will  hqve  on  'the  migration  and  use  of  tradi¬ 
tional  deer  winter  ranges. 

From  the  wildlife  point  of  view,  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  can 
only  take  a  position  of  opposition  to  any  winter  sports  development  in 
the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  Our  justification  for  this  position 
is  included  in  our  attached  comments. 

We  are  also  deeply  concerned  by  what  appears  to  be  an  illogical  sequence 
in  the  timing  of  events  in  the  Eagle  River  Valley.  Specifically,  plan¬ 
ning  and  adequate  zoning  of  the  entire  upper  valley  should  be  prerequisite 
to  the  development  of  any  additional  high-density  recreational  develop¬ 
ment  which  will  severely  impact  this  area.  The  granting  of  any  permit 
for  development  of  a  ski  area  or  public  land  prior  to  such  planning  and 
zoning  would  preempt  these  efforts  and  further  compound  the  environmental 
problems  which  are  so  -evident  at  Vail. 

It  is  the  recommendation  of  the  Division  that  a  decision  on  the  issuance 
of  a  special  use  permit  for  development  of  any  winter  sports  complex 
in  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  be  postponed  indefinitely  or  at 
least  until:  (1)  impacts  of  the  development  on  the  entire  valley  can 
be  more  fully  explored  and  reported;  (2)  planning  and  adequate  zoning 
of  the  Eagle  River  Valley  by  Eagle  County  is  accomplished;  and  (3)  recent 


STATE  OF  COLOFtADO 
,John  D.  Venderhoof,  Governor 
DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 

Jack  R.  Grleb,  Director 
0000  Broadway 

Denver.  Colorado  802  1  6  ^825-1  192) 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  T.  W.  Ten  Eyck.  Executive  Director  •  WILDLIFE  COMMISSION.  Ford  Strong.  Chairman 
R.  Withers  Cool,  Vice  Chairman  •  Charlos  A.  Gebauer.  Secretary  *  Dr.  J.  K.  Childress.  Member  •  Orest  Gerbaz,  Member  •  Dean  Hull,  Member 

Dean  Suttle,  Member  •  Jean  K.  Tool,  Member  •  Vernon  C.  Williams.  Member 
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Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 
Page  2 

March  20,  1974 


actions  by  the  Eagle  County  Planning  Commission  and  their  impacts 
upon  the  area  are  evaluated.  This  Division  would  welcome  the 
opportunity  to  participate  in  any  or  all  of  these  activities. 

We  appreciate  your  providing  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this 
draft  statement. 


RLH: lv 


Attachments  ' — ^ 

cc:  T.  Ten  Eyck 

Members  of  Colorado  Wildlife  Commission 
Eagle  County  Planning  Commission 
Eagle  County  Board  of  Commissioners 
State  Clearinghouse 


.  ! 
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COMMENTS  ON 

DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT 
MEADOW  MOUNTAIN  - 


The  conments  of  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  on  the  Meadow  Mountain  Draft 
Environmental  Statement  (DES) ,  based  on  a  staff  and  field  review  of  this  docu¬ 
ment,  are  presented  here  in  the  order  which  the  subject  matter  appeared  in  the 
DES. 

In  the  sunroary  of  the  DES  (Page  i) ,  we  disagree  with  the  conclusion  that  ad¬ 
verse  environmental  effects  from  the  proposed  winter  sports  development  will  be 
siinor  and  temporary  outside  the  Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  and  those  of  major 
impact  within  the  unit  will  be  mostly  temporary.  The  development  of  the  Beaver 
Creek  Unit  and  off-site  developments  on  private  lands  adjacent  to  the  unit,  the 
Crouse  and  McCoy  Creek  Management  Units,  and  elsewhere  in  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley 
will  have  devastating  long-term  effects  on  the  wildlife  resources  of  the  valley. 
The  winter  elk  range  will  be  largely  destroyed  or  otherwise  rendered  unsuitable 
for  these  animals.  Deer  which  winter  north  of  the  Eagle  River  will  have  much  of 
their  winter  range  destroyed  by  housing  subdivisions,  which  will  also  impede  the 
natural  migration  of  these  animals.  Additionally,  summer  ranges  of  both  of  these 
species  within  the  Beaver  Creek  Unit  will  be  adversely  affected. 

The  fact  that  development  of  a  winter  sports  site  at  Beaver  Creek  would  stimulate 
second  home  and  condominium  construction  in  Eagle  County  is  recognized  in  the 
DES  summary.  This  would  appear  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  objective  of  the  Eagle 
County  Master  Plan  (Page  24) ,  which  calls  for  balanced  growth  without  excessive 
building  of  second  homes. 

The  DES  recognizes  secondary  developments  will  cause  impacts  on  lands  subject  to 
the  control  of  Eagle  County  Land  Use  Plans  and  Zoning,  and  says  all  National 
Forest  actions  will  be  coordinated  with  the  progression  of  county  actions  de¬ 
signed  to  protect  the  public  interest  (Page  2).  Does  this  mean  that  decisions 
,on  National  Forest  lands  which  may  adversely  affect  private  lands  will  not  be 
made  until  private  lands  have  been  adequately  planned  and  zoned  by  Eagle  County? 
We  would  also  question  if  the  sole  responsibility  to  determine  what  is  needed  to 
"protect  the  public  interests"  should  rest  with  Eagle  County.  Authorities  in 
gagle  County  may  be  in  a  good  position  to  determine  the  best  public  interest  for 
county  citizens,  but  what  about  citizens  living  elsewhere  that  have  an  interest 
in  the  resources  of  the  county,  such  as  wildlife?  In  our  opinion,  the  Forest 
Service  and  other  land  use  agencies  have  some  responsibility  in  protecting  the 
broader  public  interests  and  should,  therefore,  not  make  management  decisions 
which  would  produce  environmental  impacts  contrary  to  these  interests. 

The  fact  that  Vail  Associates,  Inc.,  have  purchased  land  in  the  planning  unit 
(Page  3)  should  have  no  bearing  on  the  decision-making  process  and,  accordingly, 
any  reference  to  this  fact  should  be  deleted  from  the  final  environmental 
statement. 

Among  public  needs  and  desires  expressed  in  the  review  process  were  those  to 
maintain  the  elk  herd  and  to  create  additional  skiing  opportunity  (Page  3). 

Wc  are  not  convinced  these  two  public  needs  and  desires  were  equally  considered 
and  reported  in  the  DES. 


1/  Submitted  to  Thomas  C.  Evans,  Forest  Supervisor,  White  River  National  Forest, 
with  letter  of  transmittal  dated  March  20,  1974. 
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On.  of  the  objectives  of  the  tagle  County^astermn  is 

t.t.  of  growth" (Page  4).  We  submi  objective.  The  statement  on 

the  Upper  Eagle  Valley  is  ^5°"“*“nJreVan  wlth  most  pi  the  land  having  re- 
p.ge  5  that  "Speculative  land  prices  p  further  indication  that  the  issuance 
cently  been  sold  to  development  firm _  McJleratlon  rather  than  stabilization 
of  a  permit  will  most  like  y  development  could  permanently 

o,  growth.  Our  crom^  rural  ^agricultural  type'that  is  productive  for 

Change  the  environment  trom  a  rur  ,8  rtually  a  wildlife  desert, 

wildlife  to  one  of  urban  character  that  is  virtually 

need*  to  be  defined. 

....  r-_  wotb  the  Grouse  and  McCoy  Creek  Manage- 
The  management  direction  recotrme  chat  management  is  "...  to  main- 

mant  Units  gives  us  great  Ctt“*e as  a  downhill  skiing  winter  sports 
talt)  the  potential  ot  the  area  for  [  ls  not  difficult  to  understand 

alte. . ."  (Page  8).  With  *tatements  like  this  ^  £amiliar  with  the 

why  land  speculation  is  running  P  •  cont;^uing  ln  the  Roaring  Fork  Valley 

la  totally  lacking  in  fact,  in  our  opinion. 


Suitability  of 
tloned  on  Page 
which  fawn  and 
are  in  conflict 
provide  access 
compatible  with 
we  question  the 


!“  KITS  =“IS;"£s  E“1s5H 

STrour^gm^.maSSnetCof  a  permanent  road  system  « 

to  the  Forest  and  to  serve  the  resort  eo«pl«*  P  ^thermcre, 
maintenance  of  summer  range  for  big  game  (Page  ) 
need  for  additional  public  access  in  this  particular  area. 


»V  1JWW  - 

[h.  . t .teme.t  on  P«s«  tl'*t Unltl'uhile  trof  for 
,,.4.0-1  for  tiro  >*<«"■  C”f  """l  csr.„  rtS  £l»t.r  of  eh. 

pressures  on  eh. 

Cross  Unit. 

fc.,.,™  «d  hr,-.™ 

consented  on  similar  material  prese  „ross  oversight  in  the  presentation 

presented  on  Page  1  of  this  analysis.  8  s  outside  the  National 

on  Page  12  is  the  omission  of  wildlife  from  those  ^s  0  development  on  the 
Forest  which  would  be  heavily  impacted  from  •  ^  hcre  chat  off.site 

Forest.  We  would  certain  y  Jg^  are  less  easlly  mitigated.  The  follow- 

impacts  are  not  as  reaun,  ion-scui  ,  .  »„r<  sdiction  of  town, 

log  sentence  declaring  that  suc|*  doesn't  relieve  a  Federal  agency  from 

county,  or  state  governments,  while  true,  doesn  c  rene 
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responsibility  for  its  actions.  In  our  judgment,  no  decisions  on  National 
Forest  management  should  be  made  that  will  produce  adverse  impacts  on  areas 
adjacent  to  the  Forest  and  thus  place  a  burden  on  other  levels  of  government, 
without  first  consulting  with  these  governmental  entities  and  providing  them 
with  simple  time  to  take  necessary  measures  to  ameliorate  or  mitigate  adverse 
Impacts. 

The  mention  on  Page  12  that  a  ski  development  in  the  Beaver  Creek  Management 
Unit  would  include  restaurants  gives  us  cause  for  concern.  Restaurants  and  re¬ 
lated  facilities  would  greatly  increase  human  impacts  on  the  Unit,  resulting 
in  an  unnecessary  disturbance  of  wildlife  during  non-skiing  months.  In  our 
opinion,  such  facilities  could  best  be  situated  on  private  lands  along  with 
other  base  facilities.  Placement  of  restaurants  off  the  National  Forest  would 
further  reduce  environmental  impacts  on  the  Forest  by  negating  the  need  for 
service  roads  and  elaborate  sanitary  facilities. 

Among  socio-economic  effect  of  the  proposed  action,  mentioned  on  Pages  13  and 
14,  is  a  decline  in  former  economic  bases.  Not  specifically  mentioned  here 
is  the  loss  of  revenue  generated  by  hunting  and  fishing.  Total  revenues  pro¬ 
duced  from  hunting  and  fishing  in  Eagle  County  amounted  to  $2,461,252  in  1968, 
which  represents  137.  of  the  $18,698,000  in  retail  sales  for  the  same  period, 
according  to  published  records. 

The  statement  on  Page  13  that  the  economic  base  provided  by  the  new  resort 
community  at  Beaver  Creek  will  establish  an  "economic  determinant  by  which 
county  growth  patterns  can  be  gauged,  balanced,  and  controlled...  "  appears 
to  be  without  justification.  If,  in  fact,  such  justif icatiftn  does  exist, 
evidence  of  this  should  be  documented  in  the  final  environmental  statement. 

i 

Potential  of  Beaver  Creek  for  supplying  the  increase  in  demand  for  skiing  is 
discussed  on  Page  16.  Easy  access  to  Denver  and  a  location  on  Interstate  70 
are  two  of  the  reasons  advanced  for  selecting  this  site.  We  submit  that  there 
are  other  locations  closer  to  Denver  and  more  readily  accessible  that  would 
cause  far  less  environmental  degradation,  especially  to  wildlife. 

Reseeding  of  exposed  surfaces  (Page  19)  should  be  with  native  vegetation 
except  for  species  used  as  a  nurse  crop. 

"Direct  loss  of  big  game  habitat  from  physical  development  is  negligible..." 
Such  a  statement,  which  appears  on  Page  20,  is  irresponsible.  Restaurants, 
permanent  roads,  ski  trails,  ski  lifts,  and  other  developments  mentioned 
elsewhere  in  the  DES  will  destroy  considerable  wildlife  habitat  and  will  ren¬ 
der  lands  adjacent  to  these  developments  unsuitable  for  some  species. 

Displacement  of  elk  from  Beaver  Creek  to  alternate  winter  ranges,  mentioned 
on  Page  21,  is  indeed  no  solution  to  the  problem  because  of  these  ranges 
being  at  or  near  carrying  capacity.  Furthermore,  the  remaining  winter  elk 
range  on  McCoy  Creek  is  being  threatened  by  the  Arrowhead  Development,  a 
sketch  plan  for  which  has  been  approved  by  Eagle  County.  Collectively,  the 
combination  of  developments  planned  for  and  adjacent  to  this  planning  unit 
will  all  but  eliminate  the  elk  herd  which  winters  here,  contrary  to  one  of 
the  original  objectives  of  the  plan. 
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In  our  judgment  all  S^ernmentl  threaten  wildlife  values  in  this  Valley 
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should  share  with  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  ^  ^  ^  ^  the 
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Impacts  on  wildlife* 
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horPreo^S  and'enhancing  the  "Ly  values  of  dispersed  recreation,  scenic 
quality,  (and)  wildlife,"  as  mentioned  on  Page  8. 

r.  t-o  the  Beaver  Creek  development, 

Among  the  consideration  o'  a  Reaver  Creek  would  result  in  marginal 

(Page  28),  is  that  no  development  on  Be  aver  feeek  ^  adversely 

ski  developments  on  private  la  f  in  that  the  Arrowhead 
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EAGLE  COUNTY 


DE  RTMENT  OF  PLANNING  AND  T  'ELOPMENT 
COURTHOUSE 

P.  O.  Box  789  Phone  328-6338 
Eagle,  Colorado 
81631 


To: 


Board  of  County  Commissioners 
County  Planning  Commission 
20  March  1974 


From: 


Date: 


Statement  on 


U.S.D.A.  Forest  Service  Environmental  Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain, 
Draft,  15  January  1974 


The  Planning  Commission  has  reviewed  the  Forest  Service  Statement  and 
members  have  attended  public  presentations  of  the  study  and  Statement. 

The  Commission  concurs  with  the  statement  specifically  as  follows: 

1.  the  management  plan  for  the  public  lands; 

2.  the  cooperative  approach  between  Forest  Service  and  local  government 
for  providing  guidance  for  use  of  private  lands  on  the  periphery  of  the 
National  Forest. 

The  Commission  recognizes  and  commends  the  Forest  Service  for  their 
thorough  and  extensive  work  effort  and  appreciates  being  afforded  the  use  of 
the  basic  data  for  the  Eagle  County  Planning  Commission. 


for:  Rod  SI ifer 

Chairman , Eagle  County  Planning 
Commission 


by:  Michael  S.  Blair 

Secretary,  Eagle  County  Planning 
Commission 
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JAMES  L  OGItVIE 

Secretary  Manner 


•  -*• . *  V  ij 

r .*■ 
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February  11,  1974 


*3 oard.  oj  c\jDater  0ommi«5*iowerd 

144  tF*>t  Colfax  Avenue  Denver,  Colorado  S0202  Plione  222-5511 
COMMISSIONERS 

WILLIAM  G.  TEMPLE.  Pmiden!  JOHN  A.  YELENICK.  1st  Vice-Preudcnt 

ANDREW  HORAN,  JR  CHARLES  F.  BRANNAN  RICHARD  S.  SHANNON,  JR. 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 

Forest  Supervisor 

U.  S.  Forest  Service 

White  River  National  Forest 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

The  following  is  offered  as  a  response  to  your  request  for  comments  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Meadow  Mountain  Project. 

LOSS  OF  WATER  QUALITY 

The  water  quality  of  Beaver  Creek  at  the  present  is  excellent.  If  the  Meadow 
Mountain  Project  is  permitted,  the  Forest  Service  should  require  waste 
treatment  facilities  to  be  constructed  which  are  capable  of  maintaining  the  State 
of  Colorado's  3-  1  .clas sification.  Equally  as  important,  the  Forest  Service 
should  require  that  a  Class  A  Colorado  State  Certified  Wastewater  Treatment 
Plant  Operator  be  employed  to  operate  this  facility.  Our  experience  with  small 
mountain  wastewater  treatment  plants  indicates  that  trained  operating  personnel 
are  as  important  as  the  type  of  equipment  or  the  design  of  the  facility. 

SALINITY 

The  report  does  not  address  itself  to  the  salinity  problem  in  the  upper  Colorado 
River  Basin.  Will  this  project  increase  the  salinity?  If  so,  by  how  much?  Will 
the  Meadow  Mountain  Project  be  required  to  pay  for  any  increases  in  salinity 
found  in  the  Upper  Colorado  River  Basin? 

WILDERNESS-ROADLESS  AREAS 

This  project  will  remove  nearly  9,  000  acres  of  land  from  the  Holy  Cross  roadless 
area  and  preclude  it  from  ever  being  a  part  of  a  wilderness  system.  This  is  a 
major  environmental  impact. 
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I  commend  the  Forest  Service  for  preparing  a  thorough,  detailed  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  on  the  Meadow  Mountain  Project.  This  agency  does  not  wish  to 
oppose  the  project  but  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  water  quality, 
salinity  and  wilderness-roadless  areas. 


Sincerely, 


Ma  nager 


JLO/ee 


i 


T«l«f»hona 
Ait  *  Coda  30J 

MTlTfl 


The  New  Jersey  Zinc  Company 

l  Esuuisheo  1141  ) 

Gilman.  Colorado  8I6J4 
February  1,  1974 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 

Forest  Supervisor 

U.  S.  Dept,  of  Agriculture 

Forest  Service 

White  River  National  Forest 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

Thank  you  for  the  draft  covering  the  Meadow  Mountain. 
Proposal  in  which  you  asked  for  comments.  In  looking  back, 
most  people  were  in  favor  of  the  Vail  development  as  the  area 
definitely  reeded  a  stronger  economic  foundation.  I  feel, 
however,  that  this  opinion  has  recently  changed,  especially 
among  the  old  time  residents. 

Vail  Associates,  the  County  Commissioners,  and  the  citi¬ 
zens  of  Eagle  County  allowed  Vail  to  be  developed  with  very 
little  planning  which  has  resulted  in  a  congested,  poorly 
designed  resort  with  inadequate  water  and  sewage  systems. 

The  total  lack  of  planning  for  employee  housing  has  inflated 
existing  property  values,  taxes  and  rents  to  the  extent  that 
the  average  man  cannot  afford  to  live  in  the  area.  Several 
basic  industries  have  suffered  such  as  ranching,  logging  and 
mining  since  the  inception  of  Vail  and  it  appears  that  expanded 
development  will  further  adversely  affect  these  industries 
in  the  valley  to  the. detriment  of  the  long-term  residents  as 
well  as  to  wild  life. 

Studies  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Proposal  show  that  while 
planning  can  reduce  Soil  Erosion,  Loss  of  Water  Quality, 
Social-Economic  Impact,  Reduction  in  Air  Quality,  Reduction 
in  Scenic  Value,  Depletion  of  Native  Fish,  Energy  Drain  and 
the  Lowering  of  the  Quality  of  Life,  the  Ski  Resorts  in  the 
State  of  Colorado  have  not  demonstrated  the  points  illustrated 
as  "Mitigating  Measures."  I  personally  believe  that  this 
area  should  not  be  committed  to  resort  development. 

Sincerely  yours, 

ft  S.  UVA r- 

A.  S.  Winters,  Manager 


ASW/ec 

cc:  E.  Browning 


A  Gulf  +  Western  Company 


-168- 


(  ) 

J* 


ARROWHEAD  AT  VAIL 


P.  O.  Box  1669 
Vail,  Colorado  81657 


March  21,  1974 


DELIVERED  BY  HAND 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
Forest  Service 
White  River  National  Forest 
Minturn,  Colorado  81645 

Reference:  U.  S,  D.  A.  Forest  Service  DralrEnvironmental 
Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain 

Gentlemen: 


Inasmuch  as  we  have  already  submitted  a  preliminary  plan  for  a  ye^f 
resort  community  located  directly  west  of  the  proposed  Beaver  Cre 
we  have  reviewed  your  Draft  Environmental  Statement  and  have  the 
comments: 


pk  site, — 
following 


1.  We  concur  with  and  support  the  recommendation  to  designate  tH£_ 
Beaver  Creek  Management  Unit  as  a  winter  sports  site. 

2.  We  concur  with  the  recommendation  to  maintain  the  Holy  Cross 
Management  Unit  in  its  present  roadless  state. 

3.  We  disagree  with  the  assumptive  process  of  combining  the  Grouse 
Creek  and  McCoy  Units. 

Page  7  E.  1.  "The  detailed  analysis  of  Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy 
Units  shows  that  important  differences  anticipated  at  the  beginning 
of  the  planning  effort  did  not  actually  exist.  Therefore,  though 
geographically  separate,  they  are  treated  as  one  Unit  in  this 
statement.  " 

We  do  not  believe  this  premise  is  valid  and  believe  it  is  contra¬ 
dictory  to  other  consideration  mentioned  in  the  above-referenced 
document. 

We  would  like  to  recommend,  therefore,  that  the  Final  Environ¬ 
mental  Statement  be  amended  as  follows: 

A.  Separate  Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  into  two  distinct  units. 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture  . 

March  21,  1974 
Page  Two 

Reference:  U,  S.  D.  A.  Forest  Service  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain 


B.  Provide  for  a  process  to  re-evaluate  the  McCoy  Unit 

as  a  winter  sports  site  no  later  than  three  years  from  this 
date. 

We  believe  that  the  two  units-  must  be  considered  separately,  and  that  vast 

differences  do  exist.  To  support  our  position  we  offer  the  following: 

1.  First,  and  probably  of  highest  priority,  the  Grouse  Creek  Unit’s 
evaluation  as  a  ski  area  revealed  the  majority  of  the  projected 

ski  lifts  would  be  constructed  in  the  general  area  known  as  Meadow 
Mountain.  (See  attached  Ski  Area  Inventory  prepared  by  your  agency. ) 
Because  of  the  concerns  voiced  by  the  Minturn  and  Redcliff  citizens 
regarding  preservation  of  the  present  character  of  their  respective 
communities,  and  along  with  other  considerations,  Grouse  Creek  was 
not  recommended  for  development  as  a  ski  area. 

We  believe  there  is  no  comparable  socio-economicconsideration  which 
can  be  directly  attributed  to  ski  development  in  the  McCoy  Unit. 

2.  Development  of  the  McCoy  Unit  as  a  winter  sports  site  would  provide 
natural  expansion  of  the  Beaver  Creek  development  on  lands  directly 
adjacent  to  it.  Not  only  might  certain  benefits  relative  to  physical 
design  be  derived  from  cooperative  planning  efforts  between  the  two 
proposed  developments  (Arrowhead  and  Beaver  Creek)  if  they  were 
phased  near-term  and  in  tandem,  but  also  new  skiing  in  the  Upper 
Eagle  Valley  would  be  concentrated  in  one  geographic  area,  rather 
than  scattered. 

This  same  cooperative  planning  process  might  also  be  structured 
to  provide  the  Forest  Service  with  some  control  over  the  rate  of 
development  on  private  land  adjacent  to  public  lands. 

i 

3.  We  strongly  suggest  that  additional  environmental  studies  in  the  McCoy 
Unit  be  made  in  the  very  near  future,  based  on  current  socio-economic 
considerations.  At  the  same  time  a  re-assessment  of  the  public  demand 
for  additional  ski  facilities  must  be  made,  which  study  should  be  based 
on  more  realistic  economic  projections.  Our  independent  research 
indicates  the  Meadow  Mountain  Draft  Environmental  Statement  and  its 
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United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 
March  21,  1974 
Page  Three 

Reference:  U.  S.  D.  A,  Forest  Service  Draft  Environmental 
Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain 


recommendations  may  have  been  prepared  from  ultra- conservative 
data  which  did  not  reflect  an  accurate  picture  of  ski  facility  demand. 

By  advance  planning  for  the  McCoy  Unit,  we  believe  certain  pressures 
of  time  and  capital  expenses  to  the  U.  S,  Forest  Service  may  be 
avoided  or  reduced  in  significance. 

In  closing  we  would  like  to  commend  the  efforts  of  all  those  who  participated 
in  the  preparation  of  the  Meadow  Mountain  Draft  Environmental  Statement. 

We  urge  and  strongly  suggest  that  the  comments  and  suggestions  contained 
herein  be  given  careful  consideration  prior  to  preparation  of  the  Final 
Environmental  Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain. 

Very  truly  yours, 


JLMrmh 


cc  -  Eagle  County  Planning  Commission 
Eagle  County  Board  of  Commissioners 

Town  of  Minturn 
Town  of  Redcliff 
Edwards  Community  Group 

Hon.  John  D.  Vanderhoof,  Governor 
Senator  Peter  H.  Dominick 
Senator  Floyd  Haskell 
Representative  James  Johnson 
1  Senator  Fay  DeBerard 

Representative  Michael  L.  Strang 


The  Wilderness  Society  * 


4260  E.  Evans  Avenue,  Denver,  Colorado  80222 
Western  Regional  Office  Phone  (303)  758-2266 


March  20,  1 97U- 


Thomas  C.  Evans 

Forest  Supervisor 

White  River  National  Forest 

P.  0.  Box  914-6 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 


Dear  Tom, 

The  enclosed  document  is  in  response  to  your  request  for 
comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for  Meadow 
Mountain. 

As  you  will  see  from  the  recommendations,  we  are  concerned 
that  protection  of  wilderness  resources  will  not  be  lost 
unnecessarily.  Our  contacts  with  citizen  conservationists, 
including  representatives  of  Vail  Associates,  indicate 
strong  support  for  designation  of  a  Holy  Cross  Wilderness 
with  boundaries  in  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  that, 
would  be  virtually  at  the  edge  of  the  ski  trails  and  within 
a  few  yards  of  the  upper  lift  facilities. 

I  hope  that  future  environmental  statements  will  include 
maps  with  clearly  defined  topographical  features,  such  as 
the  U.S.G.S.  maps,  so  that  those  i;ho  are  interested  in 
exact  boundaries  and  locations  of  proposed  developments 
con  be  more  specific. 

Cordially, 


William  B,  Mounsey 
Wilderness  Consultant 


Enel. 


7n  M  ildness  is  the  Preservation  of  the  M  orld. "  -  Thoreau 
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The  WllderHeSS  Society  ♦  -  4260  E.  Evans  Avenue,  Denver.  Colorado  80222 

Western  Regional  Office  Phone  (303)  758-2266 


March  20,  1974 


Response  to  the  National  Forest  Service 
Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 

Meadow  Mountain 


The  Wilderness  Society  views  the  subject  draft  Environmental  Statement  as  a 
well  prepared  document  much  concerned  with  the  impact  of  proposed  ski  area 
developments  on  the  entire  community  of  life  in  Eagle  Valley.  The  Wilderness 
Society  response  to  this  document  addresses  the  subject  of  wilderness  resources 
specifically. 

1.  Two  related  deficiencies  in  informational  content  are  noted:  (a)  Plate  C, 
the  best  map  in  the  statement,  is  not  sufficiently  detailed  to  allow  accurate’ 
determination  of  the  exact  topographical  alignment  of  management  unit 
boundaries.  (b)  Proposed  lift  and  ski  run  sites  are  not  indicated  on  any  map, 
nor  are  they  described  in  the  statement.  Thus,  the  relationship  of  proposed 
developments  on  the  public  land  to  the  management  unit  boundaries  cannot  be 
accurately  determined. 

2.  An  unwarranted  assumption  is  made  in  the  summary.  Page  i.  Section  V, 

2nd  paragraph:  "The  most  important  potential  changes.  .  .  will  be.  .  .  the 
loss  of  wilderness  suitability  on  9,000  acres  in  the  103,000-acre  Holy  Cross 
inventoried  roadless  area."  The  error  of  this  assumption  is  explained  in  the 
following  recommendations. 

3.  The  Wilderness  Society  recommends  refinement  of  management  unit  boundaries 
and  management  directions  to  protect  the  wilderness  character  of  the  public 
lands  and  to  mitigate  unfavorable  impacts  on  the  natural  habitat  of  the  most- 
threatened  large  wildlife  without  conflict  with  development  of  potential 
winter  sports  sites. 

a.  Grouse  Creek  Management  Unit  (Page  8,  Management  Decisions) 

Jt  is  recommended  that,  on  the  portion  of  Grouse  Creek  Management  Unit 
lying  east  and  southeast  of  the  west  ridge  of  the  Stone  Creek  watershed 
and  south  of  the  Vail  Associates  property  in  Sections  28  and  29: 

Cl.)  Cover  manipulation  be  deferred. 

(2.)  No  new  roads  be  permitted,  nor  existing  vehicle  trails  be  improved 
or  extended,  until  such  time  as  an  environmental  statement  has  been 
prepared  for  development  of  a  specific  winter  sports  area  within  the 
unit,  or  Congress  has  acted  upon  a  proposal  for  a  Holy  Cross  Wilderness. 


“In  Mildness  is  I  he  Preservation  of  the  florid.  ”  -  Thoreau 
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This  recommended  management  direction  would  serve  to  keep  options 
open  and  protect  the  wilderness  resource  on  approximately  5,000  acres 
of  the  Grouse  Creek  Management  Unit.  It  would  not  conflict  with 
immediate  plans  to  develop  the  Beaver  Creek  winter  sports  area,  nor 
with  more  distant  plans  for  a  Grouse  Creek  (Meadow  Mountain)  winter 
sports  area. 

b-  Ijgi/  Cross- Beaver  Creek  Management  Units  (Plate  C  boundaries) 

It  is  recommended  that  the  boundary  between  these  units  be  refined  to 
include  within  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit: 

(1)  Beaver  Lake,  now  within  the  inventoried  roadless  area,  and  the 
valley  bottom  extending  north  approximately  one  mile,  now 
excluded  from  the  roadless  ar?a. 

This  refinement  would  maintain  protection  of  wilderness  resources 
on  approximately  300  acres  that  now  include  important  elk  feeding 
grounds  and  potentially  vital  elk  calving  grounds  when  almost  certain 
commercial  development  of  private  property  within  the  valley  occurs. 
The  vestiges  of  a  non-operative  vehicle  trail  to  Beaver  Lake  are  not 
a  deterrent  to  classification  of  the  area  as  wilderness. 

(2)  piat  portion  of  the  Beaver  Creek  MU  lying  west  and  northwest  of 

Beaver  Lake  between  the  roadless  area  boundary  and  the  west  boundary 

o  the  Beaver  Creek  MU,  and  south  of  a  line  on  topographical  features 
running  generally  east  from  the  head  of  Lime  Creek  to  Beaver  Creek. 

This  refinement  would  maintain  protection  of  wilderness  resources  on 
approximately  400  acres  that  include  elk  feeding  grounds  extensively 
used  at  present  and  refuge  areas. vital  to  the  elk  as  hunting  pres¬ 
sures  increase  and  ranges  decrease.  It  would  also  provide  for  future 
tie-in  with  wilderness  designation  of  that  portion  of  the  Holy  Cross 
roadless  area  south  of  Rock  Creek  in  the  East  Lake  Creek  drainage. 

(3)  That  portion  of  the  Beaver  Creek  MU  lying  east  and  northeast  of 

Beaver  Lake  between  the  roadless  area  boundary  and  the  boundary 

between  the  Beaver  Creek  MU  and  the  Grouse  Creek  MU,  and  south  of 
a  line  on  topographical  features  running  generally  east  from  the 
mouth  of  the  main  tributary  of  Beaver  Creek  in  Section  25. 

This  refinement  would  maintain  protection  of  wilderness  resources 
on  approximately  600  acres  that  include  elk  feeding  grounds  and, 
more  importantly  in  this  case,  prime  elk  protective  cover  in  the 
dense  tree  growth  and  the  precipitous  slopes  of  the  watershed  of 
the  north-flowing  part  of  the  unnamed  tributary  of  Beaver  Creek 
,  in  the  center  of  Section  36. 

(4)  Adoption  of  the  recommended  boundary  refinements  and  management 
directions  would  ensure  the  protection  of  wilderness  resources 
on  approximately  6,300  acres,  and  a  loss  of  only  2,700  acres  in 
the  most  northern  projections  of  the  roadless  area  in  the  McCoy, 

Beaver  Creek,  and  Grouse  Creek  Management  Units.  It  is  doubtful 
that  these  projections  will  ever  be  seriously  considered  for 
wilderness  designation. 
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(5)  It  is  believed  that  these  recommendations  would  have  no  impact  on 

the  proposed  location  of  winter  sports  area  developments  on  public 

lands. 

(6)  Attached  is  a  copy  of  Plate  C  indicating  the  approximate  alignment 
of  the  recommended  boundary  refinements. 

Acreages  stated  in  this  response  are  approximate,  and  boundaries 
are  described  within  the  limitations  of  Plate  C  and  from  visual 
inspection  of  the  terrain. 

Survey  markers  assumed  to  be  part  of  the  preparatory  planning 
activities  have  been  observed  within  parts  of  the  Beaver  Creek 
Management  Unit  recommended  for  inclusion  ip  the  Holy  Cross 
Management  Unit.  These  markers  are  on  terrain  that  appears  to 
be  unsuitable  for  downhill  trails. 

If  there  is  a  conflict  between  these  recommendations  and  development 
plans,  most  serious  consideration  must  be  given  to  preservation  of 
the  extremely  important  elk  refuge  areas,  the  vital  calving  grounds, 
and  the  reduced  feeding  areas  if  an  attempt  is  to  be  made  to  maintain 
even  a  small  percentage  of  the  present  eTk  herd. 


I 


Plate  C 


© 


Rocky  Mountain  Chapter  of  the  SIERRA  CLUB 


Colorado,  Wyoming.  Oklahoma,  Kansas,  Nebraska,  North  Dakota,  South  Dakota 


RR  2,  Spruce  Canyon  Circle 
Golden,  Colorado  80401 
March  21,  1974 


Thomas  Evans 
Forest  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
Clenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 

Dear  Tom i 

This  letter  is  to  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  relative  to  the 
Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  My  comments  will  be  directed 
towards  the  wilderness 'issue  in  the  Planning  Unit. 

I  wish  to  have  the  7,250  acre  Holy  Cross  Management  unit  be 
reattached  to  the  existing  roadless  area  abutting  on  the  south,  thus 
eliminating  the  Management  Unit  status.  Since  the  EIS  indicates  no 
change  for  this  area  in  a  managerial  direction,  I  submit  that  this 
unit  be  returned  to  roadless  area  management  practices.  The  area  con¬ 
tains  a  wilderness  resource  that,  in  my  estimation,  precludes  or 


economic  advantages. 


The  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  i960  recognized 
wilderness  as  Deing  consistent  with  the  resource  values  enumerated  in 
the  Act.  Again,  1  adamantly  request  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit  be 
returned  to  the  existing  Holy  Cross  Hoadless  area. 


Sincerely, 


Martin  Sorensen 
Wilderness  Coordinator 
Colorado  Sierra  Club 
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WILDERNESS  WORKSHOP  of  cosc 


March  20,  1974 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans,  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
P.O.  Box  918 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81G01 


Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

The  Wilderness  Workshop  of  the  Colorado  Open  Space  Council  has  reviewed 
the  draft  environmental  statement  for  Meadow  Mountain  and  wishes  to  file 
the  following  comments  and  suggestions. 

Our  primary  concern  is  that  permanent  wilderness  preservation  be  assured 
for  appropriate  portions  of  the  Holy  Cross  and  Galena  Mountain  roadless 
areas,  WU  and  SA  respectively.  Our  specific  recommendations  are 
the  same  as  those  embodied  in  the  attached  report  prepared  by  the 
University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study.  Group.  This  report  recommends 
that  the  majority  of  these  roadless  areas  be  designated  as  New  Study  Areas, 
in  order  that  their  obviously  high  wilderness  values  will  be  adequately 
protected  until  a  full  and  intensive  review  is  conducted  by  the  Forest 
Service,  concerning  a  future  Wilderness  designation  by  Congress.  We, 
therefore,  request  that  the  C.U.  Wilderness  Study  Group  report  be 
recorded  as  part  of  our  comments  on  the  Meadow  Mountain  impact  statement. 

The  action  proposed  by  the  Meadow  Mountain  E1S  affects  our  New  Study 
Area  proposal  primarily  through  its  proposed  management  of  the  7,250 
acre  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit.  This  management  unit  lies  within 
our  proposed  Now  Study  Area.  It  has  excellent  potential  for  a 
Wilderness  designation  and  has  been  supported  by  a  great  number  of 
citizens  in  Colorado  and  other  parts  of  the  nation  for  wilderness 
study.  The  action  proposed  by  the  impact  statement,  however,  is  to 
continue  a  general  undeveloped  management  policy.  No  wilderness  study 
jts  proposed  and  the  alternative  oi  a  New  Study  Area  designation  for 
only  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit  is  not  analyzed  at  all. 

Official  Forest  Service  statements  following  release  of  the  October 
1973  list  oi  New  Study  Areas  indicated  that  a  full  study  of  the  alterna¬ 
tive  of  selecting  parts  or  all  oi  additional  roadless  areas  for  the 
New  Study  list  would  be  a  part  oi  the  environmental  analysis  for  all 
non-Now  Study  roadless  areas.  There  is  no  evidence  in  the  Meadow 
Mountain  EIS  of  any  such  study  of  the  alternative  of  creating  a  New 


1325  Delaware  Street  •  Denver,  Colorado  80204 


tel.  573-7870 


Pago  2 

Thomas  C.  Evans,  Supervisor 


Study  Area  of  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit.  We  recommend  that  such 
a  study  be  carried  out,  giving  full  consideration  to  the  area's  wilderness 
resources,  tiie  relation  of  the  iioly  Cross  Management  Unit  to  the  rest 
of  the  holy  Cross  and  Galena  Mountain  roadless  areas,  the  public  interest 
in  the  future  preservation  ol'  the  Holy  Cross  as  a  Wilderness  Area,  and 
so  forth. 

The  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  also  proposes  eventual  loss  of  roadless  conditions 
in  9,000  acres  of  the  planning  unit  presently  within  inventoried  roadless 
area  \VR.  We  would  suggest  that  long-term  management  options  and 
environmental  quality  can  best  be  mantained  through  a  policy  that  minimizes 
loss  of  the  present  undeveloped  qualities  within  those  9,000  acres. 
Siivicultural  modification  and  road  construction,  for  example,  should 
not  be  allowed  to  disturb  all  9,000  acres,  especially  those  portions 
of  tho  Grouse  Creel;  Unit  east  of  Stone  Creek  and  west  of  the  roadless 
area  boundary.  This  is  also  important  because  of  the  buffer  effect 
it  will  have  on  the  proposed  Holy  Cross  New  Study  Area. 

In  summary,  the  COSC  Wilderness  Workshop  feels  that  the  exclusion  of  the 
lands  discussed  in  tho  attached  C .U .  Wilderness  Study  Group  proposal 
from  the  Now  Study  list  was  a  major  oversight  of  the  Roadless  Area 
Review  which  should  be  corrected  as  soon  as  possible.  The  wild  qualities 
of  the  land  and  tho  high  public  interest  in  such  action  warrant  full 
consideration  in  the  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  of  this  alternative.  We 
hope  that  the  final  Meadow  Mountain  EIS  will  address  this  topic  and 
propose  Wilderness  Study  lor  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit.* 

Enel . 


Sincerely, 


KAW/cah 


Edward  A.  Whitesell,  Chairman 
COSC  Wilderness  Workshop 


-center  environmental  clearing  house- inc 
\  room 503-  highland  school 

S5  arapahoe  avenue 
hj I der- Colorado  30307  . 
telephone  303- 447- Oji^ 


March  20,  19 jk 


Mr.  Thomas  C.  Evans 
Forest  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
P.0.  Box  91*8 

Glenvood  Springs,  Colorado 
81501 

Subject:  USDA  Forest  Service  Draft  Environmental  Statement  for 
Meadow  Mountain 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for 
Meadow  Mountain  and  wish  to  offer  the  following  observations: 

1.  The  discussion  of  wildlife  populations  and  the  impact  of 
Meadow  Mountain  on  wildlife  habitat  is  very  weak.  Only  the  elk  are 
considered  to  any  great  extent.  No  mention  is  made  of  large  and 
medium  sized  predators,  though  they  are  certainly  present  in  the 
area.  A  breeding  pair  of  falcons  is  mentioned,  but  no  specific 
mention  is  made  of  other  raptors  and  of  resident  and  migratory  bird 
populations — all  of  which  would  be  affected  by  the  proposed  development. 
Brief  mention  is  made  of  expected  overuse  of  fish  resources  in  the 
area,  but  no  indication  is  given  of  how  this  will  be  dealt  with. 

What  will  be  the  effect  of  the  development  on  the  Pine  Martin, 
characterized  by  the  study  as  "unique "?  How  will  a  leash  law  be  im¬ 
plemented?  Such  a  law  exists  in  Boulder,  and  it  is  virtually  unen¬ 
forceable.  One  of  the  effects  of  the  unenforceability  is  the  near 
disappearance  of  deer  from  the  foothills  near  town. 

2.  Characterization  of  the  flora  of  the  area  is  also  superficial, 
most  attention  being  devoted  to  the  large  trees .  What  about  the  smaller 
plants?  Are  any  of  these  rare  and  endangered  species,  such  as  Calypso 

(  bulbosa?  While  attention  will  be  given  to  the  cosmetic  effect  of  plants 
(feathering  of  vegetation  along  ski  runs ,  for  example , )  the  only  mention 
we  could  find  with  respect  to  preservation  of  plant  life  was  the  com¬ 
mitment  to  transplant  some  trees  from  areas  slated  to  become  ski  runs . 
The  proposed  revegetation  of  scarified  areas  is  unimaginative — evidently 
no  thought  has  been  given  to  revegetation  with  plants  native  to  the 
area.  Recourse  will  be  to  the  standard  exotic  grasses. 
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3.  Far  too  little  attention  is  given  to  the  probable  environ¬ 
mental  impact  on  this  portion  of  Eagle  County  of  thousands  of  additional 
skiiers  and  support  persons .  We  expect  some  concrete  proposals  regarding 
mass  transit  as  a  way  of  restricting  automobile  density.  The  impact 
statement  contains  only  a  weak,  hope  expressed  that  mass  transit  will  be 
developped.  Atmospheric  inversions  occur  in  the  region  under  consideration, 
and  more  consideration  should  be  given  to  ways  of  dealing  with  them. 

1» .  The  nearby  villages  and  rural  areas  are  very  clear  in  their 
expressed  wish  to  maintain  their  existing  communities  and  life  styles . 

We  can  see  no  indication  that  thought  has  been  given  in  a  realistic  way 
to  helping  them  to  do  so.  What  will  be  done  to  insure  that  local 
businessmen  will  capture  the  tourist  dollar?  What  is  to  prevent  out¬ 
side  interests  from  ending  up  with  the  lion's  share,  if  not  all,  of  the 
imported  money?  What  guarantees  will  be  required  so  that  local  residents 
who  wish  employment  will  be  trained  for  jobs  created  by  the  new  develop¬ 
ment?  It  appears  much  more  likely  that  local  persons  will  simply  be 
forced  to  leave  the  area,  to  be  replaced  by  transients  or  urban  persons 
from  other  areas .  What  guarantee  is  there  that  the  county  government 
will  be  able  to  withstand  the  pressures  which  tjie  development  will  bring? 
Discussions  of  these  vital  issues  is  minimal  and  completely  unacceptable. 
Apparently  it  is  accepted  by  the  writers  that  semiurbanization  is  in¬ 
evitable,  and  that  it  is  unavoidable  that  many  of  the  earlier  residents 
of  the  county,  like  the  elk,  will  "disappear".  It  also  appears  that  there 
is  an  overriding  wish  to  respond  to  the  "skiing  needs"  of  the  nation  and 
the  world. 

5 .  It  would  be  very  helpful  if  the  statement  contained  an  indication 
of  how  much  new,  on-site  research  went  into  the  preparation.  One  can  not 
escape  the  impression  that  much  of  the  writing  is  based  on  assumptions 
and  possibly  outdated  information. 

We  hope  that  these  remarks  will  be  helpful  in  the  necessary  refor¬ 
mulation  of  the  environmental  impact  statement  for  Meadow  Mountain. 


Sincerely  yours. 


Director  of  the  Eco-Center 
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March  21 ,  1974 


Harriet  Hill 

University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study  Group 

U.M.C.  183-B 

fculder,  Colorado  80302 

Thomas  C.  Evans 

Forest  Supervisor 

White  River  National  Forest 

P.0.  Box  948 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 


Dear  Mr.  Evans ; 

As  a  representative  of  the  University  of  Colorado  Wilderness  Study  Group, 
I  would  like  to  comment  on  the  draft  Environmental  Statement  for  M°adow 
Mountain.  My  recommendations  on  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  are  based 
on  a  report  written  on  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area,  encloosed  wit^  this 
letter.  In  this  report,  I  recommended  that  all  of  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless 
Area  except  the  Beaver  Creek,  Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  management  units,  be 
classified  as  a  candidate  wilderness  study  area.  In  other  words,  I  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  southernmost  Holy  Cross  management  unit  of  the  Meadow 
Mountain  planning  unit  be  classified  along  with  the  rest  of  the  Holy  Cross 
Roadless  Area  as  a  candidate  study  area.  But  the  tfree  previously  mentioned 

planning  units  were  not  recommended  for  candidate  wilderness  study  in  my 
report,  even  though  9,000  acres  of  these  units  are  contained  within  the 
Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area.  As  a  portion  of  my  comment  on  the  draft  Environ¬ 
mental  Statement  for  Meadow  Mountain,  I  would  like  to  reiterate  this  recom¬ 
mendation  here. 

As  a  representative  of  the  C.U.  Wilderness  Study  Group,  Iwould  like 

to  make  some  specific  recommendations  for  the  Beaver  Creek,  Grouse  Creek 

) 

and  McCoy  management  units  since  I  do  not  feel  that  they  should  be  part 
of  a  candidate  wilderness  study  area. 

The  C.  U.  Wilderness  Study  Group  feels  that  the  Beaver  Creek  management 
unit  should  be  managed  as  recommended  in  the  Environmental  Statement  for 
Meadow  Mountain,  as  a  designated  winter  sports  site.  But  along  with  this 
management,  many  precautions  should  be  taken  to  protect  the  environment. 
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According  to  the  Erosion  Hazard  Charts  in  Appendix  B.  of  the  Environmental 
Statement,  there  is  high  erosion  hazard  for  ski  slope  and  road  construction 
for  much  of  the  Grouse  Creek  unit  and  most  of  the  Beaver  Creek  unit.  The 
explanation  of  soil  interpretations  (Appendix  B)  states  that  "in  many  cases, 
high  hazards  may  not  be  economically  feasible  to  correct."  It  does  not  seem 
that  the  impacts  of  development  in  these  soil  erosion  areas  are  adequately 
discussed  in  Section  IV  of  the  Environmental  Statement  (Adverse  Effects 
and  Mitigating  Action).  Further  study  of  these  high  erosion  areas  in  the 
Beaver  Creek  unit  definitely  should  be  made  before  any  are  developed  to  de¬ 
termine  the  amount  of  damage  to  the  environment  and  the  feasibility  of  con¬ 
struction.  The  mitigating  measures  discussed  in  the  Statement  may  not 
be  adequate  to  prevent  major  environmental  damage  in  these  high  soil  erosion 
areas.  If  this  Is  determined  to  be  the  case,  the  C.  U.  Wilderness  Study 
Group  recommends  that  no  construction  be  allowed  to  occur  in  these  areas. 

The  Cl)  Wilderness  Study  Group  also  recommends  that  all  mitigating 
measures  stated  to  alleviate  the  adverse  effects  of  loss  of  water  quality, 
wildlife,  air  quality,  scenic  value,  the  riparian  ecosystem,  increased  energy 
consumption,  and  loss  of  the  quality  of  life  be  strictly  followed  both 
during  and  after  the  construction  of  the  Beaver  Creek  ski  area.  It  is  also 
recommended  that  the  impact  of  development  on  the  mesoclimate  and  micro¬ 
climate  of  the  Beaver  Creek  valley  be  studied  ,  as  mentioned  in  the  Environmen¬ 
tal  Statement. 

The  C.U.  Wilderness  Study  Group  feels  that  the  Grouse.  Creek  and  McCoy 
units  should  be  managed  to  protect  the  key  values  of  dispersed  recreation, 
scenic  quality,  and  wildlife.  But  it  is  not  recommended  that  these  units 
be  managed  as  potential  winter  sports  sites,  as  stated  in  the  Environmental 
Statement.  This  recommendation  is  based  partly  on  the  high  soil  erosion 
potential  of  the  Grouse  Creek  unit.  Ski  slope  and  road  construction  in  this 
planning  unit  might  cause  much  damage  to  the  environment.  The  adjacent 
Beaver  Creek  ski  area  will  probably  have  caused  much  erosion  during  devel¬ 
opment.  If  Grouse  Creek  is  not  developed,  the  soil  erosion  of  the  Eagle 
Valley  can  be  minimized.  The  construction  of  ski  areas  in  the  Grouse  Creek 
and  McCoy  units  would  mean  that  a  substantial  part  of  the  Eagle  Valley 
would  be  developed.  This  would  greatly  threaten  the  community  life  of  such 
small  towns  as  Minturn  and  Redd  iff,  as  well  as  altering  the  natural  char- 
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acteristics  of  almost  the  whole  Eagle  Valley.  The  C.U.  Wilderness  Study 
Group  feels  that  the  Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  units  should  be  retained  in  a 
natural  condition  to  provide  a  contrast  to  the  developed  ski  areas  such 
as  Vail  and  Beaver  Creek  and  so  that  some  of  the  Eagle  Valley  will  remain 
in  a  relatively  primitive  state. 

In  summary,  the  C.U.  Wilderness  Study  Group  recommends  that  the  Holy  Cross 
management  unit  be  classified  with  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  as  a  candi¬ 
date  wilderness  study  area;  that  the  Beaver  Creek  unit  be  managed  as  a 
designated  winter  sports  site,  with  careful  study  given  to  areas  of  potentially 
high  erosion  before  actual  development  and  strict  adherence  to  the  listed 
mitigating  measures  during  and  after  ski  area  construction;  and  that  the 
Grouse  Creek  and  McCoy  management  units  be  managed  to  protect  the  key  values 
of  dispersed  recreation,  scenic  quality  and  wildlife  ,  but  not  as  potential 
winter  sports  sites. 

Sincerely, 

Utiiwi  ilctf 

Harriet  Hill 

Representative,  C.U.Wi lderness  Study  Group 


i 


Thomas  C.  Evans 

Foregt  Tupervlsor 

White  River  rational  Forest 

P.  0.  box  G4 8 

Olenwood  Springs,  Colorado 

*1601 


Dear  Mr.  Evans; 


4000  4  th  Ave.  ,  'brth 
'Treat  ''alls,  Montana  S°4oi 


March  1 ,  1Q74 


If  the  situation  were  not  go  serious  your  ve.adow  v0u ntai n 
draft  statement  would  be  laughable.  An  environmental  statement  it 
most  definitely  Is  not!  »hgt  it  is  is  a  Chamber  of  "emmerne  pitch 
Tor  blind  economic  nrogress.  And  in  t.yni  cal  C  of  C  sty’’  e  you 
have  managed  to  sidesten  and  evade  the  Important  issues  regarding 
this  development.  The  following  are  a  few  of  those  overbooked 
I  tems. 

This  nation  is  currently  experiencing  an  energy  crunch  of  great 
magnitude.  Portions  of  the  country  are  right  now  experiencing  an 
-evening  without  heat  because  they  have  rr>  fuel.  At  that  same  time 
you  are  proposing  to  support  through  development  of  a  ski  area  a 
large  commercial  development  geared  to  second  home  construction:  Ag 
an  afterthought,  under  mitigating  measures  you  assure  the  ruhl  A  c 
that  an  architect  will  design  conservation  minded  buildings  The 
only  acceptable  form  of  conserving  energy  in  second  home  developments 
is  not  building  them.  It  may  be  true  that  the  development  win 
continue  with  or  without  Forest  Service  land  (though  surely  at  a. 
slower  pace)  but  that  i  s  an  absurd  reason  for  blindly  supporting 
this  nip  no  sal. 

There  is  undoubtedly  a  great  deal  of  political  pressure 
involved  because  of  the  acceptance  of  the  site  by  the  ’-'inter 
Olympics  Committee.  To  instead  of  asking  why  is  this  site  necessary 
we  simply  bow  our  heads  and  say  yes  cj  r»  The  Olympics  are  an 
athletic  farce  to  begin  with  so  let's  stop  destroying  good  land 
for  prestige  and  a  oul  ck  buck  for  some  developer. 

Then  there  are  all  those  glorious  assumptions.  bevel  or  ment 
will  eliminate  elk  habitat;  the  elk  will  move,  (where)  neVe70rment 
will  increase  the  competition  for  jobs  betweens  residents  and 
newcomers;  the  residents  will  adapt.  bevel ooment  win  increase 
the  county  tax  base;  bigger  Is  better  (and  we  all  love  T’ew  Vork  oitv) 
Development  will  lower  the  eualitv  of  life;  with  npre  money  i  n  thei  r  * 

pocket  who  cares.  On  and  on,  you  seem  to  have  a  knack  for  this  tvne 
o  f  tin!  ng. 

The  .lew el]  on  the  crown,  though  is  the  'alternatives'  pages. 

I  was  really  a  mas  ed  to  find  that  an  educated  representative  of  the 
Forest  Service  would  actually  come  out  and  state  continuation  of 
wilderness  management  would  r«sUf  t  in  the  loss  of  elk.  Th*t  is 
one  statement  T  dare  you  to  nrpve.  T  e-»ve  the  area  roadless  for 
ten  years  and  tell  me  what  happened  to  those  elk. 


"1  neerel  v, 

i  -  yy 

Thomas  T,  Wornbik 
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Kenneth  N.  C.  B.  Moore 
Box  690 

Aspen,  Colo,  81611 

March  22,  1974 

Thomas  C.  Evans 
Forest  Supervisor 
US  Dept  of  Agriculture 
Glenwood  Springs, Colorado  81601 

Re:  Meadow  Mtn  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Dear  Tpm, 

Here  are  some  comments  on  the  Meadow  Mtn  Draft  EIS. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  the  draft  was  very  well  done.  The 
number  of  public  presentations,  the  participation  you  received, 
and  the  concern  you  showed  for  the  Mintum-Redcliff  residents 
are  all  positive  efforts  contributed  to  the  written  text. 

A  main  point  I  would  like  to  make  is  that  the  referals  to 
concerned  agencies  and  politicians  be  elaborated.  It  seems  that  the 
distribution  of  EIS's  and  the  lack  of  clear  feedback  allows  these 
studies  to  appear  to  be  rubber  stamped.  I  realize  that  you  work  with 
these  sources  as  youx  prepare  the  impact  studies,  but  it  would  seem 
to  pie  that  the  input  from  these  agencies  and  people  are  too  easily 
lost.  A  list  of  comments,  agreement , assent , no  comment  should  be  more 
prominently  featured.  It  seems  to  me  that  dissent  is  natural  and  must 
be  more  openly  acknowledged. Presently,  it  would  seem  that  other 
agencies  go  along  with  the  vested  interest  in  the  reports  more  out  of 
respect  and  diplomacy  than  out  of  a  rational  input  into  the  public 
decision  making  process  on  a  regional  basis. 
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The  NWCCOG  A-95  review  of  your  Meadow  Mtn  Statement  brought  this 

■  * 

out.  Few  of  the  regional  agencies  read, discussed  and  applied  the 
examples, experience  and  policies  of  this  report  to  their  own  baliwicks. 
As  long  as  the  USFS  and  the  Eagle  County  reps  ok'd  it,  the  CBG  went 
along  without  any  evaluation. 

As  you  tell  us  that  we  will  have  more  EIS's  to  read,  I  believe  we 
should  have  more  reader  reports  in  writing  from  those  referal  agencies. 

Specifically,  my  fragmentary  notes  remind  me  that- 
Vll-Social  impacts.  We  need  more  clear  statements  between  the  options 
involved  in  no  growth  as  compared  to  controlled  growth.  I  was  amused 
to  read  that  more  government  controls  are  or  may  be  considered  to  be 
a  negative  impact.  This  suggests  areas  of  reform  within  the  system 
that  should  be  plugged  into  the  recommended  course  of  action.  We  should 
buildin  safeguards  vs  the  negative  aspects  here. 

Appendix  H.  Suggest  Eagle  County  explore  the  possibilities  of  servicing 
the  Meadow  Mtn  area  with  a  Solid  Waste  District  that  could  handle  the 
separation  of  refuse  for  recycling.  This  should  be  easier  to  introduce 
into  a  new  town  than  into  an  old  one.  The  Sanitation  Plant  slufge 
should  be  used  with  the  organic  wastes  to  produce  compost  for  a 
county  revegitation  program,  especially  for  the  new  construction 
at, this  ski  site.  Also  garbage  can  be  used  for  feeding  swine  and  the 
sludge  might  be  used  in  agricultural  fields  where  suitable. 

Appendix  E.  I  recommend  that  the  siting  of  housing  consider  the  solar 
exposure  for  heating  and  the  air  movement  for  cooling.  More  interest 
in  self-sufficient  houses  designed  for  the  mountain  environment  should 
be  considered  and  tested  in  a  new  area. 


f 
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I  should  be  able  to  make  more  comments  but  the  truth  is  that  I 
have  lent  my  copy  of  the  Report  to  the  Ski  Corp, newspaper,  county 
and  developers  and  do  not  have  it  now  for  my  margin  notes.  That  is 
a  trade-off,  communication  and  education  before  participation.!! 

Thank  you  for  sending  me  a  copy  of  the  Statement  and  asking  for 
my  comments. 


0  ■?  r»  r*-r*r*  1  ir 
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Forest  Supervisor 
Thomas  Evans 

’.Tnite  River  national  Forest 
Glenwood  springs 
Coloraao  81601 


Dear  Sir, 

I  am  writing  to  you  in  regards  to  the  Holy  Cross 
Roadless  Area  and  its  potential  as  a  ■wilderness  area. 
To  me,  a  ’.vilaerness  statis  for  an  area  is  the 
ultimate  in  ’wildlife  protection  ar.d  the  well  being 
of  the  flora  and  fauna  that  man  has  so  far  conceived. 

7 Is  must  act  as  the  voice  of  the  inhabitants  in  this  I 

region,  for  their  safety  is  as  vital  as  our  own.  j 

The  delicate  nature  of  the  Holy  Cross  area,  since 
much  of  it  is  in  alpine  type,  zones,  is  an  import¬ 
ant  factor  to  take  into  consideration,  because  once 
it  is  disturbed  it  seldom  can  repair  itself .  I  think  j 
good  evidence  of  this  can  be  seen  on  many  of  the 
mountain  passes  that  traverse  above  tinbarline. 

I  hope  you  will  reconsider  a  wilderness  study 
for  the  area.  How  that  the  Interstate  70  is  finished  _  , 
or  nearly  finished,  the  developments  that  will 
follow  along  the  highway  corridor  will  turn  serene 
lands  into  urbanized  blight.  The  ski  area  that  is 
proposed  is  not  compatible  because  of  its  visible, 
scars  and  the  way  wildlife  is  driven  away  by  such 
activities. 

Wilderness  IS  good  for  everyone. 


1 

* 

. 


J 


Thank  You. 

Kevin  Gregory 
Shlli  ’.Test  Arizona  Drive 
Lakewood,  Colorado 
30226  j 


J 
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7529  Tudor  Road 
Colorado  Springs,  CO  809iy 
March  12,  1974 


Forest  Supervisor  Thomas  Evans 
White  River  National  Forest 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  SibOl 

Dear  Sir: 

I  am  writing  in  regard  to  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Unit 
and  the  contemplated  Beaver  Creek  ski  area. 

I  support  the  conservationists'  view  that  this  whole 
roadless  area  be  considered  Tor  a  potential  ’Wilderness  Area. 

Under  the  wilderness  Act  or  1964,  mining  exploration 
could  still  continue  until  19.S3,  aha  water  diversion  if  found 
necessary  could  still  be  made  by  act  of  the  President. 

It  does  seem  that  this  unusual  and  delicate  eco-system 
should  receive  protection  from  any  exploitation,  especially 
Because  it  is  a  haven  for  many  kinds  of  wildlife. 

I  am  not  ooposed  to  the  Beaver  Creek  ski  area,  as  I 
understand  it  will  be  outside  the  boundary  of  the  roadless 

area. 


Sincerely  yours, 


(Mrs.)  Ruth  5.  McKown 
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DALE  L  PLANK 
630  COLLEGE  AVENUE 
BOULDER,  COLORADO  80302 


March  12,  l?7li 


Mr.  Thomap  Evans,  Supervisor 
White  River  National  Forest 
Qlenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 

Dear  Mr.  Evans: 

I  am  writing  in  support  of  the  inclusion  of  the  Holy  Cross  inventoried 
roadless  area  in  the  list  of  new  study  areas  for  consideration  as  a 
possible  wilderness  area. 

I  know  this  area  very  intimately,  having  hiked  there  many  times  over 
the  past  30  years.  During  the  last  several  years  I  have  noticed,  as 
I  am  sure  you  have  too,  the  heavy  public  pressure  of  hikers,  especially, 
and  mountaineers.  The  relative  accessibility  of  the  Holy  Cross  area, 
its  proximity  to  Vail,  have  created  conditions,  I  believe,  which  will 
make  it  impossible  to  maintain  in  its  primitive  condition  without 
legislative  wilderness  protection.  I  have  in  mind  in  particulars  the 
use  of  trailbikes  in  this  area.  The  Xmct  Cross  Creek  trail  has  been 
severely  damaged  in  many  of  the  low  areas,  and  similar  effects  are 
visible  in  places  on  the  Half moon  Pass  trail. 

There  certainly  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  great  wilderness  values  of  the 
Holy  Cross  apea.  I  strongly  urge  that  it  be  at  least  given  a  chance 
to  receive  wilderness  protection  and  that  it  receive  de  facto  interim 
protection  as  a  study  area. 


Dale  L.  Plank 
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8  24  Rocltway  Place 
Boulder,  Colorado  80303 
March  18,  1974 


Porest  Supervisor  Thomas  Evans 
White  River  National  Forest 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 


Dear  Mr*  Evans, 


The  purpose  of  this  letter  is  to  urge  you  to  reconsider  your 
decision  not  to  conduct  a  wilderness  study  on  the  Holy  Cross  Roadless 
Area.  It  is  imperative  that  the  Meadow  Mountain.  EIS  be  modified  to 
include  the  Holy  Cross  Management  Area  as  a  New  Study  Area. 

Wilderness  study  of  the  roadless  area  is  necessary  to  determine 
where  the  most  important  habitats  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  are  located 
and  to  give  these  areas  maximum  protection.  The  study  would  also 
help  determine  the  effect  of  wilderness  classification  on  the  recrea¬ 
tional  use  of  the  area.  Setting  the  area  aside  now  as  a  candidate 
area  for  new  study  assures  that  the  area  will  not  have  its  wilderness 
character  altered  prior  to  intensive  study  and  review  for  possible 
inclusion  to  the  wilderness  system. 
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APPENDIX  A 


STUDIES,  REPORTS  AND  INVENTORIES 


Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit  Environmental  Analysis  - 
USuA  Forest  Service,  White  River  National  Forest 


Beaver  Creek  Environmental  Analysis  -  Rocky  Mountain 
Center  on  Environment  (ROMCOE) 


F.U.N.D.  Descriptive  Study  of  Redd  iff,  Gilman,  and 
ilinturn  Areas  -  Foundation  for  Urban  and  Neighborhood 
Development  (F.U.N.D.) 


Framework  for  Analysis  -  USDA  Forest  Service  -  R-2 


Socio-cul tural  Analysis  of  the  Proposed  Recreation 
Area  at  Avon-Qeaver  Creek  -  Vail  Associates,  Inc. 


Social/Cultural  Impact  Statement  on  the  Minturn-Redcl iff 
Valley  -  Foundation  for  Urban  and  Neighborhood  Development 
(F.U.N.D. ) 


Recreation  Area  Profile  -  Avon-Beaver  Creek  -  Vail 
Associates,  Inc. 


Forest  Service  Objectives  and  Policy  Guides  (Framework 
for  the  Future) 


Colorado  Ski  and  Winter  Recreation  Statistics,  1973 


This  report  is  largely  a  compilation  of  working  papers 
accumulated  in  the  study.  Its  significant  elements  were 
summarized  to  become  the  basis  for  the  Draft  Environmental 
Statement.  A  limited  number  of  copies  are  available  by 
writing  to  District  Ranger,  Forest  Service,  Holy  Cross" 
Ranger  District,  Minturn,  Colorado  81645. 


All  of  the  above  referenced  material  Is  available  at  the  following 
locations : 


District  Ranger 
Holy  Cross  Ranger  Station 
White  River  National  Forest 
Minturn,  Colorado  81645 

Forest  Supervisor 

White  River  National  Forest 

P.  0.  Box  948 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado 

Regional  Forester 
Building  85 
Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 


81601 


APPENDIX  B 


Soil  Interpretations 

Three  rating  classes  are  used  to  evaluate  the  soils  for 
specific  uses:  low,  moderate,  and  high.  These  ratings 
apply  to  the  most  dominant  soil  characteristic  or  limita¬ 
tion  within  the  soil  management  unit. 

Ratings  of  low  are  relatively  free  of  limitations  or 
those  limitations  are  of  a  nature  that  is  easily  overcome. 
Moderate  ratings  are  Indications  of  limitations  that  can 
be  overcome  with  good  management  and  careful  design.  A 
high  rating  does  not  mean  total  unsuitability  for  a  specific 
use,  but  detail  planning,  design,  and  very  good  management 
are  critical.  In  many  cases,  high  hazards  may  not  be  eco¬ 
nomically  feasible  to  correct. 

Soil  Interpretations  for  the  individual  soil  management 
units  can  be  found  summarized  in  the  following  table. 


SOIL  INTERPRETATION 3 


■ 

Mass 

Movement 

Erosion 

(Current  Cond. ) 

Roads 

Paths  St  i 

Trails 

Timber  1  Reforestation 

Harvest  i  h  Sevegetation 

Ski  Slopes 

s  Trails 

Foundations 

For  Low  Bldgs. 

Pond6  it 

Lagoons 

Soil  Mgct. 
Unit 

L  M  H 

L  K  K 

L  K  H 

l  y.  h 

L  K  HI  L  M  3 

L  K  K 

L  M  H 

L  M  K 

1 

X 

X 

— 

X 

X  t 

X 

X  10 

X 

X 

X  35 

2 

X 

X 

X  40 

X  20  ; 

X  hO 

x  15 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

1 

X  10  ! 

X 

X  5 

X 

X 

X 

4 

— 

X 

X 

X  40 

\ 

X  4o 

x  25 

X  5 

X  20 

X 

X  15 

5 

— 

X 

X 

X  30 

X  30 

X  30 

X  30 

X  30 

X 

X 

6 

— 

X 

X 

*  15 

x  15 

X  15 

X  15 

X  15 

X 

X 

7 

X 

X 

X  40 

X  40 

X  40 

x  15 

X  40 

X 

_ £ 

8 

X 

X 

X  25 

X  25 

X 

x 

X 

X 

£ 

R 

X  20 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

£ 

9 

X  30 

X  30 

X 

X  30 

X 

X  30 

X 

X  30 

£ 

10 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

_ £ 

11 

X  50 

X 

X 

20 

X  50 

X  20 

X 

x  50 

_ £ 

12 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

_ X 

13 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

l 

14 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

15 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

£ 

16 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

l 

12 

2 L 

£ 

X 

X 

X  X 

X 

X  50 

X 

X 

3-2 


NOTE:  Numbers  represent  percentages  of  high  hazards 
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— — §. •‘■-9 n  Consideration:  The  problem  of  quantifying  how  much  surface  erosion  is 
allowable  before  site  damage  occurs  is  a  real  consideration.  The  approach  used 
is  to  assume  that  if  sheet  erosion  is  controlled  and  adequate  ground  cover  is 
maintained,  the  risk  of  generating  extensive  rill  and  gully  erosion  is  minimized. 

Utilizing  a  modified  Musgrave  approach  to  erosion,  probability  theory,  and  a  one- 
in-ton  chance  during  the  disturbance  period,  the  ground  cover  requirements  were 
calculated.  From  this  approach  and  soil  type,  the  vulnerability  of  a  site  to 
erosion  damage  can  be  quantified. 


TABLE  I  -  Mimimum  Total  Ground  Cover  Required  for  site  Protection  at  1  and  5  Years 


After  Disturbance 

EROSION  HAZARD 


%  Slop 

es 

Period 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

5 

1st 

yr 

50 

40 

30 

30 

30 

20 

10 

5 

yr 

50 

50 

40 

40 

30 

30 

10 

10 

1st 

yr 

60 

60 

50 

40 

40 

40 

10 

5 

yr 

70 

65 

60 

50 

50 

50 

10 

20 

1st 

yr 

70 

65 

60 

60 

60 

50 

20 

5 

yr 

80 

75 

70 

65 

60 

60 

30 

30 

1st 

yr 

80 

75 

65 

60 

60 

60 

30 

5 

yr 

90 

85 

75 

70 

70 

70 

30 

40 

1st 

yr 

85 

80 

70 

65 

65 

65 

30 

5 

yr 

95 

90 

80 

75 

75 

75 

40 

50 

1st 

yr 

85 

85 

75 

70 

70 

65 

30 

5 

yr 

95 

95 

85 

80 

75 

75 

40 

60 

1st 

yr 

90 

85 

75 

70 

70 

70 

40 

5 

yr 

100 

95 

85 

80 

80 

80 

50 

70 

1st 

yr 

90 

85 

80 

75 

70 

70 

40 

5 

yr 

100 

95 

90 

85 

80 

80 

50 

00 

1st 

yr 

95 

90 

80 

75 

75 

70 

40 

5 

yr 

100 

100 

90 

85 

85 

80 

50 

BER 

.65 

.65 

.41 

.32 

.29 

.27 

.08 

ER 

H 

M 

M 

M 

M 

M 

L 

NOTE : 

If 

present 

or  existing 

ground 

cover  is 

less 

than  table 

value. 

use  the 

virgin 

or 

undisturbed 

ground 

cover  as 

limit. 

Table  based  on  10%  risk  and  1st  year  P  =  10  year  return  period  or  10-year  storm 

5th  year  P  =  50  year  return  period  of  50-year  storm 
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EROSION  TABLES 


Table  #2  —  Soils  #  Correlated  to  Erosion  Hazard 

The  erosion  tables  are  listed  for  seven  different  erosion  hazards 
(A  through  G)  that  cover  the  planning  unit.  The  following  table 
ties  the  erosion  hazard  rates  to  the  soils  of  the  planning  unit: 


Erosion  Hazard 


Soil  # 


A  (Highest  Erosion 
Potential ) 


B 

C 

D 


E 


F 

G  (Lowest  Erosion 
Potential) 


la. 

lb, 

2d,  3d 

,  4e , 

9b, 

10a 

,  lid 

12a 

,  13, 

16a, 

16b 

3b, 

4b, 

5b,  6a 

,  7b, 

9a, 

10b 

,  14,  17a 

8Aa 

,  8B 

a 

lc, 

2a , 

3a ,  4a 

,  4c, 

5a, 

6b, 

7a,  11a,  lib. 

11c 

,  12b 

,  17b 

2b 

R, 

Id,  2c,  3c, 

4d, 

5c , 

6c , 

7c,  8Ak ,  9Bj^ 

NOTE:  Subscripts  are  used  to  describe  soil  complexes  and  are  not 

specifically  delineated  but  described  as  components  of  the 
major  delineations. 
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Exampl e 


Assume  the  request  Is  made  for  approval  of  a  downhill 
ski  run  of  20  acres.  The  slope  profile  plan  shows  that 
the  upper  one-third  of  the  run  is  on  50%  slope  and  on 
soil  unit  3a;  the  middle  one-third  of  the  run  is  on  a 
30%  slope  on  soil  unit  3d;  and  the  lower  one-third  of  the 
slope  is  on  a  20%  slope  on  soil  unit  4b.  A  paced  transect 
through  the  area  reveals  that  the  existing  total  ground 
cover  is  90%  or  better  on  all  areas. 


SOILS  # 

(Soils  Report) 

EROSION 

(Table 

HAZARD 

#2) 

% 

( SI  ope 

SLOPE 

Prof i 1 e  ) 

MINIMUM  GROUND 
COVER 
(Table  #3) 

1 st  year  70% 

5  years  75% 

3a 

E 

50% 

3d 

A 

3  0% 

1 st  year  80% 

5  years  90% 

4b 

C 

20% 

1 st  year  60% 

5  years  70% 

The  developer  is  advised  of  the  ground  cover  requirements 
so  he  can  plan  how  best  to  clear  the  slope  and  meet  the 
minimum  ground  cover  requirements.  As  previously  mentioned, 
an  exception  might  be  made  for  small  areas  of  less  than  one 
acre . 
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APPENDIX  C 


WILDERNESS  QUALITY  CALCULATIONS 


Wilderness  potential  is  measured  by  two  factors  in  this 
statement  as  in  the  USDA  Forest  Service  Final  Environmental 
Statement  for  Roadless  and  Undeveloped  Areas,  October,  1973. 
These  factors  are  quality  index  and  cost  effectiveness. 

Quality  index  is  a  measure  of:  1)  Scenic  quality,  2)  Isola¬ 
tion,  camping  quality  and  size  of  the  roadless  area  added 
together  with  other  contiguous  roadless  and  classified  wilder¬ 
ness  areas,  and  3)  Recreational,  educational  and  scientific 
study  variety. 

Cost  effectiveness  is  a  means  of  identifying  areas  with  the 
most  wilderness  value  relative  to  the  cost  and  value  of  foregone 
opportunities  to  produce  other  services  and  goods  to  meet  the 
needs  of  society.  It  is  a  ratio  of  total  acres  of  roadless 
area  multiplied  by  the  quality  index  (expressed  in  hundredths) 
to  the  total  opportunity  cost  (expressed  in  thousandths).  The 
total  opportunity  cost  is  the  sum  of  the  probable  cost  of 
establishing  and  administering  the  area  as  a  classified 
wilderness  plus  any  foregone  timber,  water  development  and 
mineral  values.  The  higher  the  ratio,  the  high  the  potential 
relative  value  for  wilderness.  In  the  following  relationship: 


Cost  Effectiveness  Ratio  =  Acres  x 


Quality  Index  (in 

Total  Opportunity 

(in  thousandths) 


Hundredths) 

Cost 


If  foregone  timber  and  other  values  and/or  the  cost  of 
administering  and  establishing  the  area  as  classified  wilder¬ 
ness  area  increases,  the  potential  value  for  wilderness 
decreases  in  proportion. 

The  Holy  Cross  Roadless  Area  has  a  cost  effectiveness  ratio 
of  0.61. 

The  9,000  acres  in  this  proposal  have  a  cost  effectiveness 
ratio  of  65.7.  This  ratio  is  low  because  of  the  relatively 
high  timber  values  and  relatively  low  quality  index.  Based 
on  data  adjusted  to  a  1969-1971  basis,  the  total  opportunity 
cost  for  the  9,000  acres  is  as  follows: 


C-l 


1. 

Foregone  timber  values 

$  78,000 

2. 

Wilderness  study  cost 

$  18,000 

3. 

Wilderness  operation  and 

maintenance  cost  (annual) 

$  54,000 

$150,000 

From  the  following  comparison  of  the  entire  Holy  Cross 
Roadless  Area  to  the  9,000  acres  proposed  for  other  than 
non-developed  management  and  using  the  outlined  methodology, 
it  can  be  seen  that  the  overall  quality  index  and  cost 
effectiveness  ratio  of  the  Holy  Cross  Area  is  not  substantially 
changed. 


Quality  Cost  Effectiveness 
Index  Ratio 


103,000  acre  Holy  Cross 
Roadless  Area 

177 

0.61 

9,000  acre  portion 

109 

65.7 

Holy  Cross  Area  minus 

9,000  acre  portion 

174 

0.55 

\ 


APPENDIX  D 


EXCERPTS  FROM  NOVEMBER  28,  1972,  POLICY  MEMORANDUM  OF  CHIEF,  FOREST 
SERVICE,  TO  REGIONAL  FORESTERS  ABOUT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENTS  FOR 
ROADLESS  AREAS 

"After  thorough  reconsideration  of  our  position  as  a  consequence  of 
the  preliminary  injunction  imposed  by  the  Court  in  Sierra  Club .  et  al. . 
oe^ButZj  et  aU  ( Civil  No.  72-1455  SC ,  U.S.D.C.,  ND  Calif.),  we  have 
determined  hereafter  to  prepare  NEPA  statements  on  a  basis  which  will 
satisfy  the  Court's  order.  That  order  enjoins  us  from  cutting  timber, 
building  roads  or  taking  any  action  "which  will  change  the  wilderness 
character"  of  any  roadless  or  undeveloped  areas  listed  in  our  roadless 
area  inventories,  except  pursuant  to  contracts  entered  into  prior  to 
July  1,  1972.  We  are  further  enjoined  from  entering  into  any  contract 
on  or  after  July  1,  1972,  which  will  change  the  wilderness  character 
of  any  roadless  or  undeveloped  areas  listed  in  our  inventories  unless 
and  until  an  environmental  statement  is  filed  and  acted  upon  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  Guidelines  of 
the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality.  ..." 

"As  we  advised  in  our  memorandum  of  October  24,  1972,  you  should 
immediately  proceed  with  the  preparation  and  filing  of  environmental 
statements  on  developments  planned  in  inventoried  roadless  areas,  with 
consideration  to  high  priority  projects.  ..." 

/s/  E.  W.  Schultz 
Acting  Chief 
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APPENDIX  E 


EXAMPLE  OF  SKI  AREA  RESTORATION  TECHNIQUES 


The  following  represents  some  of  the  types  of  revegetation 
procedures  that  will  be  used  on  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek  Ski 
Area . 

Revegetation--Revegetation  will  be  required  on  all  areas  where 
the  vegetative  ground  cover  is  damaged  or  destroyed.  All  disturbed 
areas  must  be  revegetated  within  ten  days  after  each  section  of 
construction  is  completed.  Reseeding  may  be  required  for  several 
years  following  disturbance.  All  disturbed  areas  which  have  been 
reseeded  will  be  protected  from  vehicles  and  other  controllable 
disturbance  until  a  satisfactory  vegetative  cover  is  established. 

All  dozing  in  the  areas  of  erosion  potential  shall  be  completed 
by  August  20  to  allow  revegetation  to  establish  before  winter. 

"Revegetate"  as  referred  to  in  this  plan  shall  mean: 

1.  Seeding--Broadcast  seeding  with  25  to  40  pounds/acre  or 
15  to  20  pounds/acre  using  a  seed  drill  set  for  1/4  inch 
depth. 

Seed  drilling  should  be  done  on  the  contour  when  possible. 
Furrows  and  tracks  up  and  down  the  slope  will  collect 
runoff,  cause  erosion  and  loss  of  seed. 

On  areas  where  timber  has  been  removed  and  dozing  is  not 
planned,  spread  seed  mixture  immediately  after  the  logging 
operation  is  completed.  In  areas  where  the  soil  has 
formed  a  hard  crust,  it  will  be  necessary  to  scarify  the 
soil  and  rake  or  drill  in  the  seed. 

The  following  two  seed  mixtures  are  recommended  for  Vail 
Mountain: 


Below  10,000  feet  elevation  Above  10,000  feet  elevation 


20%  Smooth  Brome  (Manchar) 

20%  Smooth  Brome  (Manchar) 

20%  Intermediate  Wheatgrass 

20%  Slender  Wheatgrass 

15%  Orchard  Grass 

15%  Timothy 

15%  Bluegrass 

15%  Bluegrass 

15%  Clover  (Alsike  or  White) 

15%  Meadow  Foxtail 

15%  Winter  Wheat 

15%  Perennial  Ryegrass 
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2.  Fertilizing- -Exposed  soils  will  need  a  continuous  fertility 
program  to  keep  vegetation  healthy  and  vigorous.  Fertilizer 
1 6-20-0  is  recommended  for  all  of  Vail  Mountain  to  be 
applied  by  raking  in  with  seed.  Raking  in  is  necessary 
as  the  phosphorous  portion  of  the  fertilizer  is  not  subject 
to  leaching  and  should  be  mixed  into  the  soil  for  maximum 
effectiveness.  The  Initial  nitrogen  application  should 
not  exceed  60  pounds  of  available  N  per  acre. 

Second  and  third  year  fertilizer  treatments  will  normally 
be  needed  to  maintain  sufficient  vegetative  cover.  Thirty 
to  fifty  pounds  of  N/acre  per  year  is  recommended  for 
maintenance  treatments.  Nitrogen  Is  water  soluble  and 
will  be  effective  when  broadcast  on  the  soil  surface. 

Fall,  just  before  lasting  snow  cover,  should  be  the  best 
time  to  apply  maintenance  N.  When  applied  at  this  time, 
use  ammonium  sulfate  or  urea  to  prevent  leaching  loss. 

Spring  application  can  be  as  ammonium  nitrate. 

Late  summer  application  of  nitrogen  is  to  be  avoided  as  it 
may  result  in  lush  late  growth  and  winter  killing. 
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APPENDIX  F 


EXCERPTS  FROM  COLORADO  SKI  AND 
WINTER  RECREATION  STATISTICS  -  1973 


"The  growth  of  Colorado's  ski  industry  is  evidenced  both  in  the 
development  of  new  facilities  and  in  the  number  of  participants 
who  enjoy  the  sport  each  year.  The  compilation  of  lift  tickets 
issued  by  various  areas  (see  Table  No.  1)  shows  that  they  have 
increased  from  1,410,234  In  the  1966-67  season  to  3,974,250  during 
the  1972-73  season.  This  represents  a  182  percent  increase  or  a 
compounded  annual  rate  of  18.8  percent  over  the  past  seven  ski 
seasons.  The  greatest  percentage  increase  occurred  in  the  1967-68 
season  with  28.2  percent  followed  by  28.1  percent  in  the  1968-69 
season.  These  remarkable  increases  have  been  followed  by  growth 
rates  of  18.0,  9.4,  and  8.7  percent  in  the  next  three  seasons. 

Last  season,  however,  recorded  a  jump  to  21.9  percent."* 


Charles  F.  Goeldner  and  Gerald  Allen,  Business  Research 
Division,  University  of  Colorado,  Colorado  Ski  and  Winter 
Recreation  Statistics,  1973,  p.  2. 


F-l 


LIFT  TICKETS  ISSUED 


'  — * 

1966-67 

1967-68 

1968-69 

1969-70 

1970-71 

1971-72 

1972-73 

Arapahoe  Basin 

108,473 

121,157 

132,472 

136,671 

100,956 

94,736 

89,417 

Arapahoe  East 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

20,636 

Aspen  Highlands 

72,453 

79,935 

145,438 

143,580 

208,946 

220,300 

239,800 

Aspen  Skiing  Corp. 

284,942 

447,923 

653,303 

730,472 

718,722 

787,128 

933,657 

Berthoud  Pass 

15,978 

3,984 

9,000 

12,200 

10,700 

7,668 

7,900 

Breckenridge 

105,572 

112,014 

138,259 

165,476 

197,684 

221,500 

271,213 

Ski  Broadmoor 

15,424 

22,906 

23,197 

13,000 

16,500 

17,796 

23,786 

Ski  Cooper 

13,722 

18,075 

19,821 

23,885 

23, CIS 

26,800 

25,067 

Copper  Mountain 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

120,463 

Crested  Butte 

44,922 

44,647 

56,098 

75,335 

112,800 

138,000 

490,822 

Geneva  Basin 

17,000 

22,224 

24,000 

42,064 

38,000 

26,o 32 

21 ,988 

Hidden  Valley 

19,102 

22,897 

31,286 

56,840 

62,500 

49,500 

57,500 

Ski  Idlewild 

19,000 

11,407 

- 

16,000 

17,055 

21,000 

22,200 

Keystone 

- 

- 

- 

- 

75,858 

148,600 

145,967 

Lake  Eldora 

22,236 

63,100 

66,857 

108,840 

78,766 

71,920 

95,410 

Loveland 

113,000 

142,847 

148,000 

183,000 

163,000 

159,970 

159,406 

Monarch 

20,9  82 

25,952 

37,024 

45,723 

55,835 

61,020 

77,131 

Pikes  Peak 

- 

- 

- 

3,130 

4,388 

2,333 

7,111 

Powderhorn 

20,889 

23,412 

29,703 

40,712 

34,207 

33,046 

41,481 

Purgatory 

34,091 

38,174 

39,666 

49,001 

64,077 

73,514 

113,858 

St.  Mary's 

- 

- 

- 

1,500 

355 

_ 

Ski  Trail  Mt . 

1,476 

1,050 

1,200 

- 

- 

_ 

Squaw  Pass 

- 

- 

1,800 

- 

_ 

_ 

6,400 

Stagecoach 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

_ 

8,972 

Steamboat 

37,131 

55,180 

96,017 

121,013 

159,077 

203,000 

236,870 

Sunlight 

15,000 

27,000 

29,450 

27,300 

31,220 

30,962 

37,464 

Telluride 

- 

- 

- 

- 

- 

— 

32,785 

Vail 

238,000 

280,000 

365,000 

421,334 

468,859 

534,800 

604,194 

Winter  Park 

179,168 

236,680 

262,495 

310,956 

338,568 

313,872 

355,456 

Wolf  Creek 

11,673 

11,395 

11,963 

14,341 

17,139 

16,086 

27,296 

TOTAL 

1,410,234 

1,811,959 

2,322,049 

2,740,873 

2,999,375 

3,260,538 

3,974,250 

Percent  Increase 

+28.2% 

+28.1% 

+18.0% 

+9.4% 

+8.7% 

+21.9% 

SOURCE:  Colorado  Ski  Country  USA,  Denver,  Colorado. 
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EXCERPTS  FROM  COLORADO  STATE  LAND  USE  ACT 


Tills  appendix  contains  key  sections  of  the  Act  referenced  in  the 
main  body  of  this  final  statement. 


AN  ACT 


HOUSE  BILL  NO.  1041.  BY  REPRESENTATIVES  Dittemore,  Buechner, 
Herzberger,  Miller,  Pettie,  Eaker,  Eckelberry,  Friedman,  Gustafson, 
Hamlin,  Koster,  O'Brian,  Ross,  Sack,  Sonnenberg,  and  Tempest;  also 
SENATORS  Allshouse,  Darby,  Johnson,  Plock,  H.  Brown,  DeBerard, 

L.  Fowler,  Garnsey,  Jackson,  Klein,  McCormick,  Schieffelin,  Stockton, 
and  Strickland. 

CONCERNING  LAND  USE,  AND  PROVIDING  FOR  IDENTIFICATION,  DESIGNATION, 
AND  ADMINISTRATION  OF  AREAS  AND  ACTIVITIES  OF  STATE  INTEREST,  AND 
ASSIGNING  ADDITIONAL  DUTIES  TO  THE  COLORADO  LAND  USE  COMMISSION 
AND  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  LOCAL  AFFAIRS,  AND  MAKING  APPROPRIATIONS 
THEREFOR. 


Capital  letters  indicate  new  material  added  to  existing  statutes; 
dashes  through  words  indicate  deletions  from  existing  statutes  and 
such  material  not  part  of  act. 
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Be_  it  enacted  by  the  General  Assembly  of  the  State  of  Colorado: 

SECTION  1.  Chapter  106,  Colorado  Revised  Statutes  1963,  as 
amended,  is  amended  BY  THE  ADDITION  OF  A  NEW  ARTICLE  to  read: 

ARTICLE  7 

Areas  and  Activities  of  State  Interest 
PART  1 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 


106-7-101.  Legislative  declaration.  (1)  In  addition  to  the 
legislative  declaration  contained  in  section  106-4-1  (1),  the 
general  assembly  further  finds  and  declares  that: 

(a)  The  protection  of  the  utility,  value,  and  future  of  all 
lands  within  the  state,  including  the  public  domain  as  well  as 
privately  owned  land,  is  a  matter  of  the  public  interest; 

(b)  Adequate  information  on  land  use  and  systematic  methods 
of  definition,  classification,  and  utilization  thereof  are  either 
lacking  or  not  readily  available  to  land  use  decision  makers; 

(c)  It  is  the  intent  of  the  general  assembly  that  land  use, 
land  use  planning,  and  quality  of  development  are  matters  in 
which  the  state  has  responsibility  for  the  health,  welfare,  and 
safety  of  the  people  of  the  state  and  for  the  protection  of  the 
environment  of  the  state. 

(2)  It  is  the  purpose  of  this  article  that: 

(a)  The  general  assembly  shall  describe  areas  which  may  be 
of  state  interest  and  activities  which  may  be  of  state  interest 
and  establish  criteria  for  the  administration  of  such  areas  and 
activities; 

(b)  Local  governments  shall  be  encouraged  to  designate  areas 
and  activities  of  state  interest  and,  after  such  designation,  shall 
administer  such  areas  and  activities  of  state  interest  and  promulgate 
guidelines  for  the  administration  thereof;  and 

(c)  Appropriate  state  agencies  shall  assist  local  governments 
to  identify,  designate,  and  adopt  guidelines  for  administration 

of  matters  of  state  interest. 
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106-7-203.  Activities  of  state  interest  as  determined  by 
local  governments"  (1 )  Subject  to  the  procedures  set  forth  in 
part  4  of  this  article,  a  local  government  may  designate  certain 
activities  of  state  interest  from  among  the  following: 

(a)  Site  selection  and  construction  of  major  new  domestic 
water  and  sewage  treatment  systems  and  major  extension  of  existing 
domestic  water  and  sewage  treatment  systems; 

(b)  Site  selection  and  development  of  solid  waste  disposal 
sites; 

(c)  Site  selection  of  airports; 

(d)  Site  selection  of  rapid  or  mass  transit  terminals, 
stations,  and  fixed  guideways; 

(e)  Site  selection  of  arterial  highways  and  interchanges 
and  collector  highways; 

(f)  Site  selection  and  construction  of  major  facilities  of 
a  public  utility; 

(g)  Site  selection  and  development  of  new  communities; 

(h)  Efficient  utilization  of  municipal  and  industrial  water 
projects;  and 

(i)  Conduct  of  nuclear  detonations. 


PART  3 

LEVELS  OF  GOVERNMENT  INVOLVED  AND  THEIR  FUNCTIONS 

106-7-301.  Functions  of  local  government.  (1)  Pursuant  to 
this  article,  it  is  the  function  of  local  government  to: 

(a)  Designate  matters  of  state  interest  after  public  hearing, 
taking  into  consideration: 

(I)  The  intensity  of  current  and  foreseeable  development 
pressures;  and 

(II)  Applicable  guidelines  for  designation  issued  by  the 
applicable  state  agencies; 
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(b)  Mold  hearings  on  applications  for  permits  for  development 
in  areas  of  state  interest  and  for  activities  of  state  interest; 

(c)  Grant  or  deny  applications  for  permits  for  development  in 
areas  of  state  interest  and  for  activities  of  state  interest; 

(d)  Receive  recommendations  from  state  agencies  and  other 
local  governments  relating  to  matters  of  state  interest; 

(e)  Send  recommendations  to  other  local  governments  and  the 
Colorado  land  use  commission  relating  to  matters  of  state  interest; 
and 


(f)  Act,  upon  request  of  the  Colorado  land  use  commission, 
with  regard  to  specific  matters  of  state  interest. 

1 06- 7-302 .  Functions  of  other  state  agencies.  (1)  Pursuant 
to  this  article,  it  is  the  function  of  other  state  agencies  to: 

(a)  Send  recommendations  to  local  governments  and  the  Colorado 
land  use  commission  relating  to  designation  of  matters  of  state 
interest  on  the  basis  of  current  and  developing  information;  and 

(b)  Provide  technical  assistance  to  local  governments 
concerning  designation  of  and  guidelines  for  matters  of  state 
Interest. 

(2)  Primary  responsibility  for  the  recommendation  and  provision 
of  technical  assistance  functions  described  in  subsection  (1)  of  this 
section  is  upon: 

(a)  The  Colorado  water  conservation  board,  acting  in  cooperation 
with  the  Colorado  soil  conservation  board,  with  regard  to  floodplains; 

(b)  The  Colorado  state  forest  service,  with  regard  to  wildfire 
hazard  areas; 

(c)  The  Colorado  geological  survey,  with  regard  to  geologic 
hazard  areas,  geologic  reports,  and  the  identification  of  mineral 
resource  areas; 

(d)  The  Colorado  division  of  mines,  with  regard  to  mineral 
extraction  and  the  reclamation  of  land  disturbed  thereby; 

(e)  The  Colorado  soil  conservation  board  and  soil  conservation 
districts,  with  regard  to  resource  data  inventories,  soils,  soil 
suitability,  erosion  and  sedimentation,  floodwater  problems,  and 
watershed  protection;  and 
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(f)  The  division  of  wildlife  of  the  department  of  natural 
resources,  with  regard  to  significant  wildlife  habitats. 

(3)  Pursuant  to  section  106-7-202  (1)  (d),  the  oil  and  gas 
conservation  commission  of  the  state  of  Colorado  may  identify  an 
area  of  oil  and  gas  development  for  designation  by  local  government 
as  an  area  of  state  interest. 


PART  5 

PERMITS  FOR  DEVELOPMENT  IN  AREAS  OF  STATE  INTEREST  AND  FOR 
CONDUCT  OF  ACTIVITIES  OF  STATE  INTEREST 


106-7-501.  Permit  for  development  in  area  of  state  interest 
or  for  conduct  of  an  activity  of  state  interest  required.  (TJ 
(a)  Any  person  desiring  to  engage  in  development  in  an  area  of 
state  interest  or  to  conduct  an  activity  of  state  interest  shall 
file  an  application  for  a  permit  with  the  local  government  in 
which  such  development  or  activity  is  to  take  place.  The  application 
shall  be  filed  on  a  form  prescribed  by  the  Colorado  land  use  commission. 
A  reasonable  fee  determined  by  the  local  government  sufficient  to 
cover  the  cost  of  processing  the  application,  including  the  cost  of 
holding  the  necessary  hearings,  shall  be  paid  at  the  time  of  filing 
such  application. 

(b)  The  requirement  of  paragraph  (a)  of  this  subsection  (1) 
that  a  public  utility  obtain  a  permit  shall  not  be  deemed  to  wai ve 
the  requirements  of  article  5  of  chapter  115,  C.R.S.  1963,  that  a 
public  utility  obtain  a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessi ty. 

(2)  (a)  Not  later  than  thirty  days  after  receipt  of  an 

application  for  a  permit,  the  local  government  shall  publish  notice 
of  a  hearing  on  said  application.  Such  notice  shall  be  published 
once  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  in  the  county,  not  less 
than  thirty  nor  more  than  sixty  days  before  the  date  set  for  hearing, 
and  shall  be  given  to  the  Colorado  land  use  commission.  The  Colorado 
land  use  commission  may  give  notice  to  such  other  persons  as  it 
determines  not  later  than  fourteen  days  before  such  hearing. 
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(b)  If  a  person  proposes  to  engage  in  development  in  an 
area  of  state  interest  or  for  conduct  of  an  activity  of  state 
interest  not  previously  designated  and  for  which  guidelines  have 
not  been  adopted,  the  local  government  may  hold  one  hearing  for 
determination  of  designation  and  guidelines  and  granting  or 
denying  the  permit. 

(c)  The  local  government  may  maintain  a  mailing  list  and 
send  notice  of  hearings  relating  to  permits  in  a  manner  similar 
to  that  described  In  section  106-7-404  (2)  (b). 

(3)  The  local  government  may  approve  an  application  for  a 
permit  to  engage  in  development  in  an  area  of  state  interest  if 
the  proposed  development  complies  with  the  local  government's 
guidelines  and  regulations  governing  such  area.  If  the  proposed 
development  does  not  comply  with  the  guidelines  and  regulations, 
the  permit  shall  be  denied. 

(4)  The  local  government  may  approve  an  application  for  a 
permit  for  conduct  of  an  activity  of  state  interest  if  the 
proposed  activity  complies  with  the  local  government's  regulations 
and  guidelines  for  conduct  of  such  activity.  If  the  proposed 
activity  does  not  comply  with  the  guidelines  and  regulations,  the 
permit  shall  be  denied. 

(b)  The  local  government  conducting  a  hearing  pursuant  to 
this  section  shall : 

(a)  State,  in  writing,  reasons  for  its  decision,  and  its 
findings  and  conclusions;  and 

(b)  Preserve  a  record  of  such  proceedings. 

(b)  After  the  effective  date  of  this  article,  any  person 
desiring  to  engage  in  a  development  in  a  designated  area  of  state 
interest  or  to  conduct  a  designated  activity  of  state  interest 
who  does  not  obtain  a  permit  pursuant  to  this  section  may  be 
enjoined  by  the  Colorado  land  use  commission  or  the  appropriate 
local  government  from  engaging  in  such  development  or  conducting 
such  activity. 
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APPENDIX  11 


SUMMARY  OF  ROMCOE  ANALYSIS 


This  appendix  summarizes  the  findings  of  the  environmental  impact 
prepared  by  the  Rocky  Mountain  Center  on  Environment  (ROMCOE) 
for  the  Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit. 

begun  in  March  1972,  and  sponsored  by  Vail  Associates,  the  work  of 
the  interdisciplinary  team  was  completed  in  May  1973.  There  were 
four  major  objectives: 

.  To  inventory  the  resources  of  the  area--the  baseline 
si tuation. 

To  analyze  the  impacts  of  development  alternatives 
on  the  environmental  resources. 

.  To  recommend  design  criteria  (performance  standards) 
for  the  selected  development  alternative  to  minimize 
environmental  Impact. 

.  To  communicate  results  of  the  study  to  appropriate 
agencies . 

ile  t  hod 

The  study  teams  prepared  environmental  reports  on  nine  major 
subject  areas: 

Vegetation 
Wildlife 
Li  mono logy 
Fisheries 
Geology,  soils 

Using  twenty-eight  environmental  components,  the  study  team  developed 
a  "strength  of  relationship"  matrix  among/between  the  variables  from 
very  low  to  very  high.  Sub-areas  of  the  land  were  divided  into  sixteen 
Environmental  Response  Units  (ERU's).  An  ERU,  by  definition,  responds 
differently  to  proposed  modifications. 


Climatology 

Hydrology,  water  quality 
Scenic  and  recreation  resources 
Social,  economic 


H-l 


ROMCOE's  next  phase  was  to  establish  a  reasonable  number  of  alter¬ 
native  development  schemes.  Members  of  the  study  team  worked  with 
the  land  planners  to  rule  out  obviously  infeasible  alternatives. 
(This  was  referred  to  as  the  "ecological  early  warning  system.") 
Four  reasonable  alternatives  emerged.*  There  were  differences 
in  layout  of  base  facilities,  village  design,  road  networks,  etc. 

Table  No.  H-l  presents  the  impact  of  development  in  terms  of 
acres  affected  by  major  development  tasks  for  each  of  these  four 
major  development  alternatives. 


For  an  excellent  description  of  these  alternative  development 
plans,  see  ROMCOE's  summary  report,  An  Environmental  Study  of 
Proposed  Recreation  Area  Development  Alternatives,  Avon-Beaver 
Creek,  Colorado,  June  1974. 
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Table  No.  H-l 

Acreage  Necessary  for  Elements 
of  Each  Recreation  Area  Development  Alternative 
Avon-Beaver  Creek 
Eagle  County,  Colorado 


Land  Use  A1 

ternati ves 

Elements 

Plan  A 

Plan  B 

Plan  C 

Plan  D 

Transportation  System 

15.1 

15.9 

15.7 

11.9 

Access  Roads 

41.8 

42.1 

42.3 

42.4 

Ski  Trail  Corridor 

1123.6 

1122.5 

1103.3 

1124.3 

Ski  Lifts 

(Outside  Trail  Corridor)  36.5 

36.8 

35.9 

35.2 

Ski  Lifts 

(Within  Trail  Corridor) 

27.0 

25.9 

27.5 

28.2 

High  Density 

48.0 

60.5 

54.8 

42.7 

Medium  Density 

44.8 

45.4 

67.8 

60.2 

Low  Density 

71.6 

71.6 

63.5 

68.1 

Recreation  Club 

6.6 

6.6 

7.8 

6.8 

Golf  Course 

64.0 

64.0 

-49.4* 

-20.0** 

64.6 

M.M.  Connection 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

3.0 

Mid-Willis  Restaurant 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

TOTAL 

1482.6 

1494.8 

1491.5 

1487.9 

*  Out/trail 
**  In/trail 


Source:  From  a  working  draft  of  the  ROMCOE  "Summary  Report,"  undated 
(1974). 


H-3 


The  analysis  indicated  that  there  were  tradeoffs  among 
the  alternative  development  schemes.  Rankings  of  the  development 
alternatives  were  produced  from  several  different  standpoints: 

By  the  most  environmentally  sensitive  ERU's. 

By  the  most  sensitive  components  within  the  ERU's. 

By  components  with  high  public  concern--air 
pollution,  elk  population,  etc. 

These  several  rankings  were  then  consolidated.  (See  Table  No.  H-2.) 
Alternative  "D"  was  considered  the  best  choice. 

Subsequently,  recommendations  were  developed  to  avoid,  mitigate, 
or  exchange  potential  environmental  impacts  for  this  Alternative  D. 
And  this  plan  closely  approximates  the  master  plan  approved  by 
Eagle  County. 
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Table  No.  H-2 
Summary  of  the  Magnitude 
of  Environmental  Impacts 
Beaver  Creek  Ski  Area 
Eagle  County,  Colorado 


Environmental  Impact  Ranking 


Recreation  Area 

Development 

Alternatives 

Environmental 

Response 

Unit 

Environmentally 

Sensitive 

Public 

Concern 

Summary 

A 

3 

4 

4 

4 

B 

2 

1 

2 

2 

C 

4 

2 

3 

3 

D 

1 

3 

1 

1 

NOTE:  A  ranking 

"1"  is  considered  best. 

Source:  ROMCOE's  summary  report.  An  Environmental  Study  of  Proposed 
Recreation  Area  Development  Alternatives,  Avon-Beaver  Creek, 

Colorado,  June  1974,  P.  57. 
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APPENDIX  I 


COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND 
LETTERS  OF  INTENT 

Eagle  County,  Letter  and  Resolution . 1-2-4 

bureau  of  Land  Management 

Letter  of  Intent  (Wildlife) . 1-5 

Vail  Associates  Letter  of  Intent  (Wildlife)  .  .  .  .1-6 

Grouse  Mountain  at  Vail  Ltd., 

Letter  of  Intent  (Wildlife) . 1-7 

Upper  Eagle  Valley  Sanitation  District . 1-8 

Cooperative  Agreement  for  Water 

Resource  Investigation . 1-9 

Vail  Associates  Letter  of  Intent 

(Water  Monitoring) . I -1 0  -  11 


The  Board  of  County  Commissioners 
Eagle  County,  Colorado 
Eagle,  Colorado 
81631 


July  18,  1974 


Mr.  Patrick  Finney 
District  Ranger 
U.S.  Forest  Service 
Mint urn,  Colorado 

Dear  Pat: 

It  is  our  understanding  that  the  Forest  Service  is  now  preparing 
a  Final  Environmental  Statement  for  the  Beaver  Creek  area.  We 
would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  reaffirm  our  support  of 
the  winter  sports  site  use  of  public  lands  proposed  at  Beaver 
Creek  in  accordance  with  the  County  approved  Vail  Associates,  Inc. 
Master  Plan. 


Also,  we  would  like  to  make  you  aware  of  our  application  for  funds 
to  assist  in  land  use  control  under  the  provisions  of  HB  1041  (see 
attached  letter) .  As  you  can  see,  this  application  itemizes  several 
areas  in  the  County  including  Beaver  Creek  for  which  these  funds 
are  needed. 

Very  truly  yours, 


County  Commissioners 


cc:  1041  Application 


S 
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(  3EFORE  THE  BOARD  OF 
COUNT V  COMMISSIONERS 


OF  THE  COUNTY  OF 


EAGLE 


STATE  OF  COLORADO 


WHEREAS,  thio  Board  has  received  a  letter  dated  June  19,  9174,  from  the  Executive 
Director,  Department  of  Local  Affairs,  setting  forth  requirements  of  counties  for  eligibility 
for  financial  assistance  pursuant  to  H.B.  1041  (19/4)  ,  and 

WHEREAS,  thio  county  desires  to  participate  in  the  program  and  to  fully  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  H.B.  1041  to  effectuate  proper  planning  within  this  county. 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  RESOLVED  that: 

1.  This  County  will  make  the  program  of  identification  and  designation  of  matters 
of  state  interest  a  part  of  this  county's  comprehensive  planning  program. 

2.  This  County  will  meet  standards  established  by  the  Department  of  Local  Affairs 
relative  to  scope,  detail,  accuracy  and  comparability. 

3.  This  County  hereby  finds  that  the  following  are  examples  of  development  pressures 
within  the  County: 

a.  rapid  growth  and  development  of  five  new  towns  including  Vail,  Eagle-Vail, 
Benchmark,  Beaver  Creek  and  Arrowhead; 

b.  development  of  trans-county  hi -way  1-70  displacing  and  aggravating  traditional 
land  uses  and  causing  intensive  land  development  speculations; 

c.  several  major  water  impoundment  and  diversion  proposals; 

d.  Intensive  and  disruptive  growth  pressure  on  the  southwest  area  (  Basalt)  of  the 
County  from  Aspen  -  Pitkin  County  spillover; 

e.  past  practice  and  continuing  pressure  to  plat  subdivisions  on  unstable  slopes, 
avalanche,  rock  fall  and  flood  plain  areas; 

f.  etc  ! 

4.  This  County  will  submit  a  detailed  work  plan  in  compliancfe  with  the  requirements 
of  said  letter  indicating  how  financial  and  technical  assistance  will  be  used  for  identification 
and- designation  of  matters  of  state  interest  within  the  territory  of  the  county,  including 

all  municipalities. 

Hereby  resolved  and  signed  this  1st  day  of  July  1974. 


Daniel  F.  Koprinjliar,  Commissioner 


Claude  L.  Gerard,  Commissioner 
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Fund  Alio,  ation  Request  and  Work  Program  for  compliance  with  Colorado  legislature 
II.  U.  10  41  ( 1974) 


by  Eagle  County,  Colorado 


Work  Element 


Estimated  Cost 


■-  o!*v 


1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 


v4 


2. 


1 . 

2. 


Equal  Shire  R oqi jJrom ?nf s 

Oltfsens  information  and  participation  program - - $  9,000 

a.  identification  of  matters  of  state  and  local  interest;  . 

b.  development  of  community  goals  and  objectives; 

s 

Corriproh :-nsive  program  concepts  end  sketches* -  --  -«  ..8,000 

a.  joint  County  and  ‘(owns  program; 

b.  priorities  and  elements  for  planning; 

c.  cbsig nation  of  matters  of  state  and  local  interest; 

Guidelines  and  raguloPriris - —  - - - 1 — 

a.  development  and  preparation 

Printing - - - - - 

a.  map3  and  publ  ications 

Supplemental  Share  Requirements 

Materials  and  information - - -  32,000 

a.  planning  base  map; 

b.  inventory  land  use  and  housing  quality; 

c.  resource  inventory  and  analysis  ; 

d.  population  and  economic  base  study  ; 

Administration  of  guidelines - -  3,000 

a.  hearings  end  publications; 

b.  maps,  plans,  reports; 

Total  H.B.  1041  Fund  Request - - - 


Prepared  by  Eagle  County  Department  of  Planning  and  Development 
Michael  S.  Blair,  Director 

Approvals 


$25,000 
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$35,000 


fe-  • 

i  -i 


$60,000 
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Eagle  County  Planning  Commission  22  May  1974,  Rodney  E.  Slifer,  Chairman 
Eagle  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners  24  May  1974 

Alfred!-.  Orlosky,  Chairman  £ 
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IN  REPLY  REFER  T< 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 


1785.4 

6520 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 


P.0.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81601 


July  18,  1974 


Patrick  H.  Finney 
District  Ranger 
Minturn  Ranger  District 
U.S.  Forest  Service 
Minturn,  Colorado  81645 

Dear  Mr.  Finney: 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  recognizes  the 
importance  of  the  elk  wintering  area  within  your 
Meadow  Mountain  Planning  Unit.  It  is  the  intent 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  cooperate 
with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service,  State  of  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife  and  other  interested  parties 
or  persons  in  future  planning  for  this  critical 
elk  wintering  area.  This  intent  will  be 
finalized  in  the  future  with  a  formal  cooperative 
agreement  by  all  parties  interested  in  this 
critical  elk  wintering  area. 


Sincerely  yours, 

s/ 


Stewart  A.  Wheeler 
Area  Manager 
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July  15,  1974 


Mr.  Patrick  Finney 
District  Ranger 
United  States  Forest  Service 
Box  0 

Minturn,  Colorado  81645 
Dear  Pat: 

As  you  requested,  this  is  our  written  commitment  to 
include  our  pertinent  properties  in  the  proposed  elk  winter 
range  preserve.  Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  further 
help. 


Sincerely, 

VAIL  ASSOCIATES,  INC 


Don  McEndaffer 
Vice  President 
Real  Estate 


DM/jm 


P.S.  Our  planned  environmental  monitoring  program  may  have  some 
benefit  to  this  concept. 


AREA  CODE  303  476-5601  •  BOX  7.  VAIL.  COLORADO  81657 
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July  12,  1974 


Mr.  Patrick  H.  Finney 
P.  O.  Box  0 

M inturn,  Colorado  81645 
Dear  Mr.  Finney: 

I  understand  that  the  discussions  we  have  had  over  the 
past  year  or  so  to  establish  the  2,  000  to  3,  000  acre  elk  preserve 
in  the  Stone  Creek- Beaver  Creek  area  are  nearing  fruition.  I 
would  like  to  express  my  intent  to  include  the  private  lands 
owned  by  our  company  in  that  area. 

You  recently  indicated  that  this  preserve  is  a  cooperative 
arrangement  also  involving  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the 
State  Game  and  Fish  Department  and  other  commited  private 
land  owners.  Please  let  me  know  if  any  further  action  is  needed 
on  my  part. 

Sincerely, 

GROUSE  MOUNTAIN  AT  VAIL,  LTD. 


FDG/ph 


OFFICE  BOX  1308 
ICOI  OR  ADO  B1657 
476  •  >  3  9  O 


STONE  CREEK  COMPANY  GENERAL  PARTNER  - 


UPPER  EAQLE  VALLEY  SANITATION  DISTRICT 

P.O.  Box  487 
Minturn,  Colorado  81645 

July  8,  1974 


Vail  Associates,  Incorporated 
Attn:  Mr.  Dave  Mott 
Box  7 

Vail,  Colorado  81657 

9 

Dear  Mr.  Mott: 

I  am  writing  to  reaffirm  the  commitment  of  the 
Board  of  Directors  and  staff  of  the  Upper  Eagle  Valley 
Sanitation  District  to  follow  the  latest  adopted  Ser¬ 
vice  Plan  dated  March  28,  1973. 

We  have  not  only  been  meeting  the  schedule  out¬ 
lined  in  the  Service  Plan  above,  but  have  exceeded  it 
in  most  areas.  Our  plant  improvements  are  complete, 
our  plant  expansion  is  underway,  our  laboratory  is 
totally  equipped,  and  our  infiltration  repair  goes  on 
continuously  at  the  rate  of  $50,000  per  year. 

We  plan  on,  are  working  toward,  and  expect  to  be 
meeting  present  and  future  State  and  Federal  standards. 
If  you  have  any  further  questions,  please  contact  us. 


jpc/twj 


FORM  9-U66  Department  of  the  Interior 

(l*n.  70)  Geological  Survey 

COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENT 
FOR 

WATER  RESOURCES  INVESTIGATIONS 

THIS  AGREEMENT  is  entered  into  as  of  the  1st  day  of  May  '1974  by  the  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY.  UNITED 

STATES  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERJOR.  party  of  the  first  part,  and  the  £^GLE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 

party  of  the  second  part. 

1.  The  parties  hereto  agree  that  subject  to  the  availability  of  appropriations  and  in  accordance  with  their  respective  authorities  there 
shall  be  maintained  in  cooperation  construction  and  operation  of  a  gaging  station  Beaver  Creek 

at  Avon,  Colorado, 

hereinafter  called  the  program. 

2.  The  following  amounts  shall  be  contributed  to  cover  all  of  the  cost  of  the  necessary  field  and  office  work  directly  related  to  this 
program,  but  excluding  any  general  administrative  or  accounting  work  in  the  office  of  either  party  and  excluding  the  cost  of  publication 
by  either  party  of  the  results  of  the  program. 

(a)  S  2,300.00  by  the  party  of  the  first  part  during  the  period 

May  1,  1974  to  June  30,  197,4 

(b)  S  2,300.00'  by  the  party  of  the  second  part  during  the  period 

May  1,  1974  to  June  30,  1974 


(c)  Additional  amounts  by  each  party  during  the  above  period  or  succeeding  periods  as  may  be  determined  by  mutual  agreement  and 
set  forth  in  an  exchange  of  letters  between  the  parties. 


3.  Expenses  incurred  in  the  performance  of  this  program  may  be  paid  by  cither  party  in  conformity  with  the  laws  and  regulations 
respectively  governing  each  party,  provided  that  so  far  as  may  be  mutually  agreeable  all  expenses  shall  be  paid  in  the  first  instance  by 
the  party  of  the  first  part  with  appropriate  reimbursement  thereafter  by  the  party  of  the  second  part.  Each  party  shall  furnish  to  the 
other  party  such  slatements  or  reports  of  expenditures  as  may  be  needed  to  satisfy  fiscal  requirements. 

4.  The  field  and  office  work  pertaining  to  this  program  shall  be  under  the  direction  of  or  subject  to  periodic  review  by  an  authorized 
representative  of  the  party  of  the  first  part. 

5.  The  areas  to  be  included  in  the  program  shall  be  determined  by  mutual  agreement  between  the  parties  hereto  or  their  authorized 
representatives.  The  methods  employed  in  the  field  and  office  shall  be  those  adopted  by  the  party  of  the  first  part  to  insure  the  required 
standards  of  accuiacy  subject  to  modification  by  mutual  agreement. 

6.  During  the  progress  of  the  work  .ill  operations  of  cither  party  pertaining  to  this  program  shall  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  other 

party,  and  if  the  work  is  not  being  carried  on  in  a  mutually  satisfac.ory  manner,  either  party  may  terminate  this  agreement  upon  60 
days  written  notice  to  the  other  party.  _  ' 

7.  The  original  tccords  resulting  from  this  program  shall  be  deposited  ultimately  in  the  office  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  and  shall 
become  part  of  the  records  of  that  office.  Copies  shall  be  furnished  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  upon  request. 

E.  The  maps,  records  or  reports  resulting  from  this  program  shall  be  made  available  to  the  public  as  promptly  as  possible.  The  maps, 
records  or  reports  normally  will  be  published  by  the  party  of  the  first  part.  However,  the  party  of  the  second  part  reserves  the  right  to 
publish  the  results  of  this  program  and,  if  already  published  by  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall,  upon  request,  be  furnished  by  the  partv 
of  the  first  part,  at  cost,  impressions  suitable  for  purposes  of  reproduction  similar  to  that  for  which  the  original  copy  was  prepared.  The 
maps,  records  or  reports  published  by  either  party  shall  contain  a  statement  of  the  cooperative  relations  between  the  parties. 


GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 


(f 


Regional  Hydrologist,  WRD 
Central  Region 


EAGLE  COUNTY  COMMISSIONERS 


(USE  REVERSE  SIDE  IK  ADDITIONAL  StC.NATURFS  ARE  REQUIRED' 
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June  19,  1974 


“  Mr.  Pat  Finney 

MINTURN  DISTRICT  RANGER 
BOX  0 

Minturn,  Colorado  81645 

Subjecti  Beaver  Creek  Water  Quality 

Dear  Mr.  Finneyi 

The  response  to  your  draft  environmental  statement  for 
the  Meadow  Mountain  Management  Unit  expressed  concern  about 
maintaining  the  water  quality  in  Beaver  Creek,  as  it  relates 
to  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  Beaver  Creek 

Ski  Area. 

We  of  Vail  Associates  are  equally  concerned  about  the 

®  water  quality  issue  since  the  maintenance  of  stream  clarity 
and  fish  habitat  are  important  assets  to  our  planned  resort 
community.  More  specifically,  we  are  committed  to  maintaining 
state  water  quality  standards  through  proper  planning,  engin¬ 
eering,  AND  CONSTRUCTION  MANAGEMENT.  ALREADY,  WE  HAVE  ENTERED 
INTO  AN  AGREEMENT  WITH  THE  USGS  THROUGH  EAGLE  COUNTY  TO  ESTAB¬ 
LISH  WATER  QUALITY  BASELINE  DATA  AND  HAVE  CONSTRUCTED  A  STREAM 
GAUGING  STATION  ON  BEAVER  CREEK.  ( SEE  ATTACHMENTS).  IN  ADDI¬ 
TION,  PORTABLE  WATER  SAMPLING  EQUIPMENT  AND  A  LABORATORY 
TURBIDITY  ANALYZER  HAVE  BEEN  PURCHASED.  THESE  ARE  PRESENTLY 
IN  USE,  MONITORING  VARIOUS  POINTS  ALONG  BEAVER  CREEK. 

A  COOPERATIVE  WATER  QUALITY  PLAN  WILL  BE  DEVELOPED  WITH 

the  Forest  Service  to  monitor  water  quality  as  a  function  of 

SPECIFIC  CONSTRUCTION  AS  SOON  AS  THE  PROJECT  REACHES  THIS  LEVEL 
OF  DETAIL.  WE  HAVE  BEEN  WORKING  DIRECTLY  WITH  BILL  JOHNSON, 

the  Forest  Hydrologist,  on  a  regular  basis  to  develop  an  effective 


PROGRAM 


AREA  CODE  303  476-5601 


BOX  7.  VAIL.  COLORADO  81657 
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Pat  Finney 
June  19,  1974 
3age  Two 


Please  contact  me  if  you  need  more  detailed  information 

3N  OUR  PLANS  AND  ACTIVITIES  IN  THIS  AREA  OF  CONCERN. 


Very  truly  yours 


David  E.  Mott 

Project  Manager,  Beaver  Creek 


DEM/fv 

Vttachments 

:ci  w.  N.  Johnson,  Forest  Hydrologist 
u.  S.  Forest  Service 

P.  0.  BOX  948 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  8I601 
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